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A contradifion in one nature is ſo in another. Page 2 
A Trinity of three Faculties will not agree with 

the incarnation of the Son on.. p- 7 
Nor a Trinity of three minds, or three real per- 
ſons, with the Unity of God, * P. 9 
Generation in the Divine nature not prov d 10 be 
neceſſary. | 5 p. 10 


The abſurdity. of attributing to one nature what is 
the property of another. P. 12 


e:mayks on ir. Charles Leſ- 
lie's Firjt Dialogue on the 
Socinian Controverſy. 


SIX. 
Who am a true Scriptural Trinitarian, am 
far from rejecting, as a contradiction, any 
doctrine that bears the genuine ſtamp of di- 
vine revelation, merely becauſe it has ſome diffi- 
culties attending it which I cannot folve, or be- 
cauſe I cannot frame an adequate notion of it; nay, 


J firmly believe there is no contradiction in the 


Scripture- account of the holy Trinity, to the di- 


vine Unity : But yet I muſt freely tell you, that 


I am no way aſſiſted to anſwer the common ob- 


jections of- that kind, from what you offer to- 


wards clearing the vulgar notions of a Trinity 
from the imputation of contradiction and incon- 
ſiſtency. i 
There may be contradiction enough in the com- 
mon explications of that doctrine, for ought you 
have ſaid in the matter. Nor have I ever met 
with leſs rational ſatisfaction in the point, than in 


your late uncharitable dialogue. If ſuch poor 
phildſophy, ſuch ſhallow reaſoning, and ſuch 
groſs divinity, muſt baffle the Sccinians; I con- 
1 AS. -- en. 
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may be in thither, you go no faſter than your 


Remarks on Mr. Leſlie's 


feſs they ought to be the laſt who pretend to the 
| charadter' of Men of Reaſon. | 


To their charge of a contradiction upon 55 ex- 


plication of the Trinity, 0 offer theſe things's in 


your defence. 


1. Say you, That may not be a contradiffion in 
one nature, which is ſo in another. But here you 


greatly err; for a contradiction always conſiſts of 


two inconſiſtent parts or terms z and wherever 


thoſe two terms are united in any propoſition, 
tis always a contradiction, let it be apply*d to 
what nature you will. Indeed there may be 
ſomething attributed to one nature, where there 
is nothing inconſiſtent or contradictory to it; 
which, if attributed to another, might meet 
with ſomething inconſiſtent, whence a contra- 
diction will ariſe in the one and not the other: 
but as one of the terms alone is not the con- 


tradiction in any caſe, ſo where both the in- 


conſiſtent parts are Join*d *tis always a con- ; 
tradition, and of the ſame ſize, in any na- 


ture. I ſhould indeed ſuppoſe you might mean 


thus, were it not for thoſe ridiculous inſtances 
you bring for the illuſtration of your meaning; 
where you intimate, that tho 'tis a contradiction, 
for our legs lo move two yards as ſoon as one; yet 
tis none for the eyes to reach a flar as ſoon as the 
4% of a chinmey z or for the thoughts to go to 
Rome, as ſoon as the next ſtreet: and gravely 
conclude, Thus you {ee that what is à contradic- 
tion to legs, is none to eyes nor to thought ; and oft 
ſpeak of the motion of fight and thought : adding, 
that all the philoſophy in the world cannot recon- 
cile its going two yards as ſoon as one from down- 
rizht contradifion, (for ſo you expreſs it.) But 
are you indeed fo very weak as to think vou move 
all the way to Rome, and are got thither as ſoon as 
you think of it? No, Sir, whatever haſte you 


legs 


1 4 Firſt Dialogue. 12 7 


the philoſophy in the world, who have ſo little as 
not to know, that when you think of Rome or any 


other place, tis only the Idea of it in your imagi- 


nation which you contemplate, and not a leap or 
local motion of your thoughts to it ? In like man- 
ner when you ſee the ſtars, our eyes move not 
up to them, but their extended rays ſtrike upon 
the eye. I ſee you have a head much fitter for 
entertaining and coining myſteries, than for ex- 
plaining or defending them. It's a wonder you 

did not think rather, that Rome and Conſtantinople 
ſhift and come into your head : and then ſince in 
other eaſes a leſſer veſſel cannot contain a greater, 
nor a nutſhel hold 'an houſe, you might wonder 


how your little head ſhould hold ſuch great cities; 


and with the ſame philoſophy infer, that what is 
a! contradiction to zulſbels is none to heads, and 
c— all philoſophy to reconcile it. 

2. You ſay, No contradifFion can be charg*d in 
any nature we don't underſtand: For which reaſon 


you ſay, We muſt not objefF contradicſons in ibe P. 7. 


incomprehenſible nature of God, from comparing it 
with our own, I ſhould grant this, in an object of 
which we have no knowledge at all: but ſurely 
if I have ſome, tho' a partial knowledge of the 


infinite God, I may diſcern what is contradictory 


to that little knowledge of him. Nor is any 


thing more uſual or juſt, than to deny ſuch or 


ſuch a doctrine, becauſe incompatible to the di- 


vine attributes, to his ſpirituality, eternity, good- 


neſs, Ec. tho perhaps ſome of theſe are not plainer 
nor better known than the divine Unity. So that 
one may as well perceive fome things to be eon- 


tradictory to the divine Unity, as we do others to 


be ſo to his purity, and ſpirituality, &c. for why. 


ſhould this Unity be thought the only obſcure at- 
tribute among Chriſtians? And therefore there is 


no more caution due here than in all other rea- 


A.'3 ſonings 
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legs can carry you. And ſhould you challenge al 
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6 Remarks an Mr. Leſlies 
| ſonings from other divine perfections known but 
Nay, you, yourſelf frankly grant, that we may 
perceive ſome things to be a contradiction when 
P.6. . affirm'd of God: for vou ſay, that tis 4 centra- 
A - dittionto ſay, three perſons are hut one perſon z and 
you are not ignorant (or if you be, you are not 
moſt fit to write in this controverſy) that the 
|» Unitarians take this to be the very caſe, viz. that 
you make three perſons. of one perſon, whatever 
you ſay ; for they imagine, that God Almighty, 
in the complete notion of God, is but one perſon, 
expreſſed by ſingle perſonal notes, 7, Thor, or 
He. They fancy you pray to him as one perſon, 
. when you addreſs thus, O Thou, Lord, Cc. They 
don't obſerve any to cry, O ye hear us, &c. But 
if that be your meaning, pray conſider if you do 
well, by uſing the ſingle pronoun, to give them 
occaſion to ſuſpect, that you take God for one 
ſingle perſon, when you may ſo cafily amend it, 
by ſaying always, O ye in the plural. They are 
ready to ſay, that when you prove the Sen or 
Spirit to be a perſon, you do it from ſuch per- 
ſonal notes as ſhew each of them to be one He: and 
that if under one He, Me, Thou, &c. (by which 
God Almighty is perpetually expreſsd in Scrip- 
-ture) three He's are included, (for inſtance, if 
the words, 79 Gods before me, mean nine before 
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ws three) then how ſhall they be ſure, that under 
the perſon of Son, or Spirit, tho ſpoken of as 
E Þne He each, there may not be many perſons in- 
„ tended by you? Now you'll do well to ſhew, that 
f God is not one He or perſon, or that there are not 
1 three perſons in him in a proper ſenſe, ſuch as the 
| proofs ſome bring for the three perſons do mean, 
if they prove any thing. Without this, you did 
pot well in making ſo liberal a conceſſion, viz. 
Ss 8 | Sox that 


2 


(5 Hirſt Dialogue. 


chat *tis a e for three. _ perſons. to, be 
but one perſon, if you hold Both. x 
3. You advance this odd paradox, that if __ 
doctrine of the Trinity be a ; contradiftion, it could | 
not be an invention ; anexing this ſhrewd reaſon 
for it, For avho could invent @ contradiftion? As if P. Th 
no error (which ever implies a contradiction to 
ſome truth) can be an invention; whereas all er- 
rors are nothing elſe but inventions: 3. and a Sac 
nian will ſay, as you repreſent. bim. that you run 
into theſe contradictions by miſtaking the holy 
text. Whether you do miſtake it or not, or 
whether you get by the miſtake or not, I meddle 
not; but *tis a fair account, how *cis poſſible and - 
eaſy for contradictions to. be invented: and your - © 
ſaying, you don't miſtake the text, be it ever ſo 
truly laid, is not to the purpoſe, ſince they, be- 
lieving you do miſtake, can ſatisfy themſelves 
how it might ariſe, and are no way tempted to 
think it better than an invention, merely for its 
ſeeming to them a contradiction. 

But tho you have ſaid ſo little to the purpoſe 
againſt the objection of a contradiction in the 
point; yet, as I ſaid, I argue not upon that head, 5 
and therefore leave it, : 

To conſider what notion you'll give of the 
Trinity: for indeed till men know ct Trinity 
in God you mean, tis in vain to prove any mofe 
than a Trinity in general, which is not den 
Tou offer us ſome parallels and zmages to hel 
our conceptions, but very inconſiſtent ones. Oge 
while *tis a Trinity like three faculties of one 
mind, and another while *tis like a Trinity of 
the men or winds, which two are juſt as op- 
poſite as three perſons, and one perſon, which 
you ſay . is a contradiction: ſo that both nnẽt 
be true images of the ſame thing; . | 
"02 „ 
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Remarks 1074 M. Leſſ ie's 
1. You reſemble it often, to three facultics 


3 


you ſay, The underſtanding is the father faculty ; 


iS e e ine of 4 
(that is, three operations) of the one ſoul, where 


the memory is begotten by it, and the will proceeds 
from both. This you fay, is an image of the ſe- 


veral perſons of the Deity. Now, tho you are out 
in your account of the nature and pedigree of the 
faculties, when you make the memory another 
faculty, which is but an act of the underſtanding, 
and ſo is no image of a ſecond perſon ; and when, 
ſuppoling it another eſſential faculty, you ſay, 
tis begotten by the underſtanding faculty, whereas 
*tis only the exerciſe of the memory that the un- 
derftanding can occaſion, and not the An. 
which is before any act of the underſtanding: yet 
when you haye pleaſed your fancy ever ſo much, 
with theſe pretty jingles, this is nothing to the 
Socinians, it only ſhews, how three operations of 
a mind may be in but one perſon, not how three 


perſons may be in one mind; unleſs the divine 


perſons are but ſo many operations, or thoughts. 
Befides, they will aſk ſuch allegorical Trinita- 
rians, (for I aſſure you in this caſe, you are not 
charg'd with keeping ſeo much to the leiter of the 
text, as you pretend, but too little, in making 
three ſuch diftin&t agents, as Father, Son, and 


Spirit, to dwindle into a thin figure or Proſopo- 


pzia) whether Arius, or Socints, or any Unila- 


rians, ever deny'd ſuch a Trinity? Were they 
' ſuch fools as not to believe, God knows and loves 
himſelf ? And can't he do this without being 


three perſons, which is done by every fengie finite 
perſon ? If this be eternal generation and proceſ- 


fron, they are for it; and they have been barba- 


rouſly uſed if this was all the charge againſt them, 
which all know they were clear of, and that they 


believ'd God has ſome what anfwering to our three 
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Jou * That notwithſtanding” the un- P. 17. 
likeneſs * three faculties to three perſons, you 
muſt yet uſe the term perſons, berauſe we muſt not 
aller ile phraſe of Scripture; and yet the Scrip- 
ture has no ſuch phraſe at all as /bree perſons in 
one God. Tour alledging the words, the-image of £2 
his Father*s perſon, is here impertinent for proof 
of three perſons in God; it only proves God 
the Father to be a perſon, which none deny: 
tho the word nan; ſignify'd then ſubſtance, Heb. 11. 1, 
not perſon. You of all ought to give a better 
reaſon than this for uſing the terms, three per- 
ſens, of God; becauſe (if I miſtake not) at the end 
of Mr. Gildon's Deiſts Manual you have ſaid, that 
the word perſon, apply*d to God, is uſed in a 
ſenſe infinitely different from what it means when 
uſed of men. Now if it be infin:itely different, tis 
at the wideſt diſtance poſſible z and nothing can 
be more unfitly made uſe of than ſuch terms gs 
expreſs all the unlikeneſs poſſible to the thing in- 
tended. Tis a ready way to deceive: men, to 
uſe terms that are the fartheſt off, of any we can 
deviſe, from expreſſing the true meaning: tis 
better ſaying nothing of God, than homes Ts | 
corrupt ideas of lim. 3.4 
However, will this fort of Trinity, like to Fe 
operations of man's mind, accord with the Scrip- 
ture-Trinity of the Father, Son, and Spirit, who. 
have ſuch diſtinct parts and agencies aſſign'd em, 
as cannot be ſo much as ſhadow'd out by our 
three faculties? You grant the Father was not 
incarnate, hut the Sen. Can the underſtanding 
be incarnate, and ſent, and humbled, &c. and not 
the c? Are not the three faculties always in 
the ſame human mind, which is incarnate without 
diviſion? Do you teach us, that the divine na- 
ture is incarnate without its underſtanding, or 
father faculty ? No, there muſt be-morg dilting- 
; tion 
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in which none partakes, only that ot 
another like nature to his: they cry, human na- 
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tion than this between the aol. iucur nate Father, 


and the incarnate Son. 
Beſides, don't you think the Son of God Kate's 


himſelf, and retains that knowledge, and loves 


himſelf ? And if fo, then, according to you, he 


is the perſon knowing, and the perſon known, loving 
and low d, as you learnedly diſtinguiſh. And this 


will make three ſuch perſons in each perſon, by 
reflecting on himſelf: for this ſeems to be your 
argument, a man knows himſelf, ergo he and 
himſelf are two perſons, And at this rate a 

d wit may allegorize all the abſurdities of the 


Alcoran into fair meanings, and filence all your 


objections againſt it, tho the vulgar people be {till 
left to their own groſs conceptions, while they 


take the literal and obvious meaning: nor do you 


build upon ſuch a Trinity, like that of three fa- 
culties; for you have another ſcheme, which fits 
your notions better. Therefore, 

2. Tou reſemble the Trinity to three human 
perſons in the ſame human nature: but then leſt 


the Socinians ſhould infer, that three divine perſons 
will in like manner be three Gods; as three human 


rſons are three men, you will not allow it to be 


 ftriftly true to ſay, two or three men, when ſo 
many human perſons are ſpoken of, but think 
there may be many human perſons in the ſame 


one nature. And yet in ſhort, you tell the Soci- 


nian, that if he «would allow that ſeveral perſons 
might partake of one divine nature, as he does al- 
* low they do of one human nature, the diſpute was 
at an end, as to the ſubſiance of it. But, Sir, the 


Unitarians do not allow one and the fame nature 


to have many be erſons in it; they judge every man 
has a particular nature and . of his own, 
ers have ſuch 


fare in ral is a mere 85. n. @ notion of 
| | the 


that of a Trinity: and upon this notion of ſeveral 


Bb Diakgus.: {- - _ _ "2 

the mind, ariſing from the n one mans 5 IJ 

nature with another. 5 | | 
However, if three divine perſons be. . nee 

human perſons as to their unity of nature ; then 

doubt they will, in conſequence hereof, be 

deem'd to be tree inſinite divine minds, as three | . 

human perſons have three finite minds, let em 

be ever Jo much one in their nature, or kind. 

And if three divine perſons ſhould as properly 

be accounted three Gods, as three human perſons 

can (in ſtrict ſpeech) be accounted three men; 

and are as truly three infinite minds or ſpirits, as 

three men are three finite minds; there is a ſad 

end of the diſpute indeed. But on the other 

hand, if three men (or human perſons) in the 

ſame one fingle nature or mind, be a contrad iction, 

then you give the Unitarians too much occaſion 

to think the like of your notions of the TION 

by making this parallel  *T 
Moreover, if God teach us to number men by 

two, ten, &c. and yet in oppoſition to ſuch plura- 

lity, tells us, there is but one God, or rather that 

God 7s but one, unus, or eig, it warns us that his 

unity is inconſiſtent with ſuch a plurality of 1 | 

ſons as is in your human nature. You add, Fp. 17. 

we ſay, there is not more than one human nature, 

we cannot ſay, there is more than one divine nature, 

tbo ſeveral perſons partake of it. Now this ſhews 

your notion of the unity, which you ſacrifice to ED 


infinite minds, your ſcheme is built; as your ar- 

guments for the eternal Generation of the Son, 

and proceſſion of the Holy Ghoſt, do manifeſt: 
for you tell us, God muſt needs generate and pro- 3 
duce other perſons on theſe accounts. Z 
1. Becauſe *tis a perfetion in man to propagate: "FR = 
We fee trees ſoring from trees, beaſts, fiſh, fowl, P.3t. 


and man propagate their "ine 3 and af God be 
- ares] 


* 


=" 
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purpoſe, p. 32. 
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Jarres'? ſay you, and hook in a figurative text, 


Lia. 66. 9. according to the vulgar iranſlation, to 
back you; and truly you wanted a better authority 
for ſuch a paradox. For you ought to know, that 


man's propagation is ſo far from being an abſolute 


perfection, that *tis founded in his infirmity; he 
need not be multiply*d, but for want of others 


to ſucceed him when dead, or to aid and affiſt 


him while living. And as Angels, who are more 


perfect, do not propagate, I ſuppoſe; ſo neither 


will men, when they come to a more perfect 


ſtate; this will ceaſe with their preſent imperfec- 


tions. It feems then the nearer to God, the leſs 


there is of his propagation. 
But why mult God. be barren, for not propa- 


eating? Are not angels and men his offspring? 


and he the Father of the whole creation ? Would 


you have the Almighty propagate as thick as the 


trees? I doubt you'll think him elſe, to be com- 


paratively barren. The reaſon you give for not 


multiplying perſons and productions, or commu- 


ions in God, [viz. if it be infinite, it can be 


nications 1 


uo more than one; and 10 infinite productions no- 
thing can be added; but human productions may be 


. ted, becailſe finite] ſhould be conſider'd, as it 


ſeems to lie againſt any infinite production in him 
at all. For it may be objected, that many infi- 
nite productions are no more abſurd than many 
infinite perſons; and that if infinite perſon may 
be repeated, and can have an addition, why nut- 


other infinites? | 
2. Becauſe God would be ſtinted in his bappineſs, 


if there were not a perſon (you muſt mean another 
perſon) to communicate all bis thoughts to; and this 
muſt be an infinite perſon, for, ſay you, nothing 
but infinite can contain infinite. See more to this 
And a little before, you argue 


for your point from man's want of ſome to con- 
yerſe with; elſe his life 2 Laden, ſay you: 
| Wa 
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Finſt Dialogue. | 


' man in the world but himſelf ? Such a ſolitary in- 
digent Being you ſuppoſe the great 7ehovab to be, 
that without company he cannot be happy. 
What a baſe ignoble notion is this of that perfect 
Being, as if infinite wiſdom and all perfection 
could want any thing more, and can't be happy. 
unleſs it be multiply*'d into two minds. Thus 
you make him barren indeed, while you talk of 


the divine fæcundity; and tempt the Unitarians 


to think, that three ſuch perſons as you would 
make them; are not ſo great as their one, /elf-ſuffi- 
cient, eternal mind. N 
By theſe things you diſcover your opinion plain- 
ly, that you are for three infinite minds or ſpirits ; 
and that by the divine generation of the Son, you 
don't mean only his /e/f-reflexion, but a produc- 
tion of another infinite mind: for otherwiſe you 
talk inconſiftently ; nor is there any ſhadow of 
reſemblance between man and God in the caſe 


which you argue upon. For you can't mean, 


that man is ſolitary and miſerable for want of 


converſing with his own mind, but for want of 
another man to diſcourſe with : and accordingly 
mult mean, that God could not be happy neither, 
without another infinite mind. Nor does any deny 


him to contemplate himſelf, that you need argue 


for that againſt the Socinians; ſo that your mean- 


ing is plain. You do well to have two ſchemes. 


in readineſs, one a Trinity of facuities, which 
ſerves to explain the unity; the other of three 
minds (each with thoſe three faculties) which 
makes out a ſufficient Trinity. This /atter you 
and others make uſe of when you explain the 
zncarnation ; becauſe it is hard ſhewing the Son's 
nature or mind to be incarnate, and not the Fa- 
ther*s, if it be the ſame particular individual mird 
that is both Father and Son; but the former is 
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No would be content to live, if there was neuer a 


Remarks on Mr. Leſlie's 
uſed in explaining the Trinity in general, and in 
Tei. Now if thefe two happen to be inconſi- 
ſtent taken together, you cannot help that, be- 
cauſe to be three minds and yet but one, is hard 
to reconci le. | . 
In my mind you needed not to inſiſt on th 
authority of the heatheniſh philoſophers about 
the divine fecundity, and a Trinity in God; ſince 
our adverſaries have been ſo willing to own 
you to be Papaniſh enough in your notions. And 
as you own there is /ome corruption in the Pagan 
notions of theſe matters, ſo they imagine there 
is more than you apprehend. Vid. Platoniſm 
unveil'd. e 
Let me only remark one thing more, viz. that 
when you illuſtrate the union of the divine na- 
ture to the human in Feſus Chriſt, by the union 
of man's ſoul to his body, p. 51. you don't ac- 
count well for the communication of the proper- 
ties of the two natures. You (tho contrary to 
the Alexandrian and beſt copies) read that text, 
Ads 20. 28. of God's blood, and think what was 
done in the man, may be ſaid as truly of the 
united God; as man is ſaid to eat, & c. when 
it belongs only to the body. Whereas in this loft 
ſpeech the properties of the body are not at all 
attributed to the ſoul, as thoſe of the human are 
by you to the divine nature. To ſay, God ſhed 
his blood, or was fleſh, or made fleſh, 1s anſwerable 
to ſuch expreſſions, as rhe ſoul drinks, the 
foul is made body, &c. And if we never ſpeak 
ſo, notwithſtanding * the perſonal union in man, 
then it may ſeem hard to juſtify ſuch expreſſions, 
as God's blood and dying, &c. by any ſuch per- 
ſonal union of the two natures, , as never is a 
ground for ſuch communication of properties, in 


the inſtance you parallel it by. ; 
| 85 You 
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Lou ſay nothing from Scripture for the proceſſon 
of the Holy Spirit (as diſtinct from generation) 
which is a great article of faith, only that he pro- John 16. 
ceeds from the Father, or goes forth. So all gifts do, 26. 
and Chriſt proceeded from the Father too, and be C. 8. 42. 
proceeded (the very word uſed of the ſpirit) from 11. - 
Jericho. Is that all the ground you would ſhew 46. 
for ſuch a diſtinct article? ; . 
To conclude, unleſs you ſtate your notion 
more clearly, what Trinity you will maintain, 
it is in vain to cap texts about you know not 
what. Tis eaſy to bend a phraſe divers ways. 
Unleſs you fix your notion of a Trinity more 2 
diſtinctly, had you not better leave men to believe 
only ſome Trinity in general, tho they can*t well 
tell what? And tho you may think there is no 
ſuch vaſt difference between believing and not 
believing, one knows not what in particular, as 
that men ſhould damn and hereticate each other 
for it; yet certainly *tis better to be content 
with this lilile implicit faith, than to go about, 
explaining what you cannot. For when all's 
done, a man's faith is not his words, but his 
ſenſe and meaning; and he who ſays a large creed, 
but means nothing, believes no more, nor makes 
any more uſe of it, than he who denies it all, let 
| him boaſt never ſo of his faith. '' -Þ + 
And when you have brought a text or two for 
Chriſt's being called God; and ſuppoſe ir to be 
the ſupreme God that is united to the man Chriſt 
Jeſus, yet if the Unitarians ſay, tis God the Fa- 
ther (as they gather from Jabn 14. 10.) who was 
manifeſt in that fleſb, and ſo the Father and be bs 
one, in as near union as you imagine of a ſecond 
perſon. ; and that therefore he is called, as you 
ſay, the Everlaſting Father ; which they think gave xg, 9. 6, 
great virtue to his performances ; what are you 
the nearer ? : | As 
8 ; 2 You'll 
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| Anna on Ms. Leſlie s 


| You'll ds. great ſervice. indeed, if you ſatisfy 
the Unitarians ſcruples; but, not by corporeal re- 


ſemblances of the Trinity to three (or four) di- 


See Le 
Blanc 
Theſ. de 
Dei ſim- 
plicit. 

p. ico. 


menſions or poſtures of a body; or of the eternal 


eneration to the light (which you call an effect 
of the Sun, but is indeed the very Sun itſelf, and 
ſo may well be as old) nor by vain boaſts of the 
early Fathers (ſo often yielded up to the Arians) 
nor by concealing their ſtrongeſt objections. 
Shew *em that they have no ground to imagine 
two or three Gods (or infinite minds) to be im- 
ply'd in your ſcheme of the Trinity, as they 
have fancied, not ſo much from the expreſſions 
God of God, and one equal to God (and ſo far not 
the very ſame) in divine perfections; as from 


the nature of your ſcheme itſelf; as when you 


hold the divine nature to be perſonally united 
to man, but yet not the Father; as if, ſay 
they, he was not in that divine nature that is 


incarnate, : but another. Alſo, that the Divine 


Nature and the Three Perſons, are the ſame ſelſe, 


ſay your own fide, there will be a Quaternity, 
vis. three perſons, and one Nature beſides] yet 
the three perſons are not incarnate, tho the di- 
vine nature (which' is the fame thing) be: that 


tho there be three perſons in the divine nature 
alone, yet when that nature is joined to another 


intelligent nature, 'tis all but one perſon. In- 
deed tuo or three infinite minds would eaſily ſolve 


all this; but then the Oxford decree 1695, has 
declared that impious and heretical. No doubt 


you'll do it another way: and having alſo made 
it appear, that there is no ſuch difficulty in 
ſuppoſing a begotten being to be ſelfrexiſtent and 
independent; or elſe that he ſhould be ſupreme 
God, and the frſ# cauſe, tho not, ſelf-exiſtent, 
but dependent ; and may have all the perfec- 


tions Ct God, tho he have not that of upbegotten . 


ys | ſelf- 
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 Pirſt Dialogue. 
ſelf. exiſtence: Then I fay, you'll 90 on ſmoothly 
with your texts. But if you ſilently grant them, 
that theſe are really contradictions, and really 
chargeable on N opinions, you'll not wonder 
if they conclude, all thoſe human comments of 
God's word, which ſupport them, to be erro- 
neous. That you therefore, Sir, may not loſe. 
your labour, nor they the benefit of it ; pray be 
ſo kind as to take this advice from one, who truly 
wiſhes to ſee the Unitarians errors detected, and 
that you may write to better purpoſe for the 
Church, than you are ſaid to have written for the 
State. 1 5 


Vor. II. 5 'B A 


k * 
wed” * 2% e BOP es. 


P ˙ AN wN --- 
Wr 
* 7 2 A P 


——4ä4 comin 
* —— >< It — — 
— — — pr 
_ we 


rr 
1 — cw 
— — — p 

G —— — — 


S 
* — 0 


$4 


VINDICATIO 


TT AODPTRUS d 


N 


8 * 
3 JA N eV s 
On Mr. Cha 


Socinian Controve 


12 
* 
VT: 


a 


% 


N 
x ; 
* ; s 


rles. 


om WY 3 OR) 
— "0 * y_ K 
0 — W 
. * ht, % 
* - 
\ 

% * * 

# 
\ | 7 o8. 
% 
* — 
= E 
\ 
- 
7 - 
> 7 
— 
— 
* * k % - 
* * 
* 
* 
* + ® . 
* X 4 4 
* I E 
4 Oo 
. 2 | \ * 
- 
% 7 * : 
— 
1 . 
& 
— » X k 
* 
2 — 
# 
” * = 
by — 
W 3 - 
> * 
\ * 
e £16 * 1 $ 

! a Pur Op 3g * * 2 3 1 


= FI 
r 8 — 


e ᷑ . . yd ĩð d ⁵ðĩ“ß „„ 
4 K 3 OE Ng 


8 


4 


34 
er ſon. 


70 be plural Elohim is uſed of a ſingle p 


— 


pre- 
P · 31 
F. 3 


rned, even 
incom 


e 


ife 
e be 


v 
Junge” 


4 
% be 


fo Goa, tho h 


ting 


when rela 
henfible. 


/ 


* 


The CONTENTS. 


Scepticiſm. 


— 
* 


To ſay the contrary lays a 


: 


How contradictions 


. — q — > a wv . 
— Sn — —⅜] . 


— HEPES © —„—- — — 4 ——ä—ͤ—ͤ —-— 


A Vindication of the Remark 4 
upon Mr. Charles Lellie's 
Firſt Dialogue. — 
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SHALE ſoon paſs over your preamble; in 
which you repreſent me for a Socinian, as if 
every one, who has not ſo good an opinion 
of the truth of contradictions as you have, muſt 
needs be ſuch ; and alſo your feigning me to be 
in a paſſion, for only cenſuring your weak argu- 
ments, that you might poorly infer thence, I was 
a loſer by. my talking ; while a whole torrent of 
perſonal reflections on the dead, by whole mouth- 
fuls of reproach, viz. That pragmatical Heretic, Dial: 2. 
ignorant Pedant Biddle, witneſſes the candor and #. 60. 
tenderneſs of your meek inoffenfive ſpirit * all this 
1 wave as little to the purpoſe, and proceed 9 
upon the argument. 8 1 
I perceive, by your anſwer to the Remarks, 
that you are reſolved to found your ſcheme. of a 
Trinity on myſtery and ignorance, and to cover 
yourſelf from the Unitarians by impenetrable 
darkneſs, which you. make your defence. You 
| ſeeni to admit, that as far as human reaſon can 
| 8 B 3 judge, 


22 indication of the Remarks 


4 judge, there are irreconcilable contradictions in 
$3 your ſcheme of faith: and therefore, in order to 
1 ſupport your notions, you endeavour to ſupport, 
4 de credic of plain, contradictions ; inrmating, 
4 that we conceive of God no otherwiſe than as a 
ii blind man does of Agbt, 7. e. with a mind full 
1 of contradictions. To this end 1 
9 Tou aſſerted, That what is a contradition in 
11 one nature, may be none in another. - I affirm the 
Fg \ contrary, that a contradiction, conſiſting of two 
"4 repugnant propoſitions, is ever the ſame, eh 
9 it to what nature you will; becauſe the ſame 
8 thing cannot both be, and not be at once, whe- 
5 ther it be ſaid of God or Man. 
1 You attempted to prove your paradox by the 
Wl. motion of the thoughts to Rome, &c. and of the 
FR eyes to the ſtars as ſoon as to the chimney-top ; 
WI which, you ſay, implies the going o yards as 
. ſoen as ome: which is a contradiction in walking, 
1 you grant, but not in the motion of /hovght's 
14 and eygs. Now, tho I had ſhown, that there 
1 was really no ſuch motion in the thoughts. or 
Lil eyes, and you ſeem to be aſham'd of it, and 
Wo therefore ſhift off one part on your man without 
Wl thought; which is a contradictory ſuppoſition, 
1 (Wich it was time for you to quit, and there- 


fore I ſhall not expoſe you for it) and another 
upon fome poor blind man, that your ſelf might 
not bear the ſhame of ſuch folly ; yet you are 
again trumping up your old inſtances, and argue 
from 'em as if they were true; eſpecially from 
the motion of ſight, and the impoſſibility of a 
born-blind man's conception of fight, any other- 
wiſe than by allowing the aforeſaid contradic- 
tion (as *tis in the motion of the legs) to take 
Ibid. place here in the eyes. You aſk, How can you 
explain to him, how the eye can reach a ftar as ſoon 
@ the chimney ? He feels his eye with his hand 

E . that 
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thought you were to prove aà real contradiction 


ſtir A Did ever any 
and you ſeem to admit it, that there is no ſuch 


eee 1 n 
it gets a thouſand miles aff, while i feels it daes noi 
man trifle wore ? I tell you, 


thing as the yes. meving a thonſand miles ; and 

yet yau ſuppoſe: your blind man mult. be falſly 

told, and muſt believe it. I don't wonder if the = 
abus'd man conceive that to be a flat cone 


ö Poor 
tradiction, which in truth is ſo even to a ſeeing 
man, and which he ought not to believe. But 


does this prove, that tis na contradiction to 


move a tbouſand yards as ſoon as one, becauſe | 


you falſly told him; and he fooliſhly believ'd you, 
that your eyes did move fo, when: they never 
could do it, becauſe tis a. contradiction ? I 


in one caſe to be none in another; and now you 
ſuppoſe a contradiction which is not, and con- 
clude from it as if it truly were. E i : = 
This is in effect your argument; ſuppoſing 
the eyes did move to the ſtars as ſoon as to 


the chimney, or your thoughts to 3 an 


inſtant, (as they do not) then here would be an 
inſtance of that being a contradiction in one caſe, 
viz. in Legs, which is none in another, viz. Eyes: 


but tho there is no ſuch thing in the premiſes, 
yet the concluſion is true, becauſe it would have 


been true, if the premiſes had been ſo. No doubt, 


Sir, you argue very deſperately! How does this 


prove a contradiction in one Aim ne be none 


in another? 


But, ſay you, "Tis. impoſſible to a ain to him 
what fab is, ſo as lo reconcile it from being a con- 
tradiftion to him. I anſwer, That a true and juſt 
explication of it will not contain any real con- 


tradiction i in it: and if 1 bim it appears a con- 
tradiction, tis from his miſtake alone; and you 


are not to ſhew that a ſceming contradiction may 
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be none, (for who doubts. that?) but that @ rea? 
contradiction may, in ſome caſes, be none. 
And I pray what contradiction will appear to 
him according to what was ſaid, That the eye moves 
not up, but the ſtar ſtrikes on the eye ? To this you 
ſay, Tbe blind man does noi feet this, nor knows what 
you mean by n, or by ſteing. But is this any con- 
tradiction to him, that he ſhould not feel every /ub- - 
tile particle that touches on him ? or that he ſhould 
have no idea of ſight? You add, be can't think - 
of amy other way, but that the eye muſt get up to the 
ſtar, cr the ſtar come down to the eye. I expected 
he could only. imagine his eye went up to the 
ſtar, as you had ſuggeſted: before, to repreſent the 
contradiction of moving fo far in an inſtant z and 
now you allow him another conception of ſight, 
viz. That the ſtar may extend to his eye, But this 
is quite another matter from your inſtance of the 
eye's going up ſo many thouſand miles, and has 
no ſuch appearance of a contradiction. Nor vill it 
ſerve your turn for an example of a contradiftion*s 
. becoming no contradittion: ſo that, it feems, he 
may be convinc'd another way, than by perſuading 
him, that what is a contradiction in one nature, 
is none in anather, which you ſay is the only way, 
and I that *tis no way at all; and if he be to be 
convinced this way, he muſt be ſuppos'd to have 
a worſe blemiſh than want of eye-ſight. | 
The moſt you can reaſonably pretend to here 
is, That I can't by my words, help him to form 
a juſt idea of fight, (which is thro* his want of 
neceſſary organs) but it. does not thence follow, 
that he ought to take up with a conception that 
implies plain contradictions, which he knows 
muſt be wrong, and | ought to be rejected: for 
tho he may not conceive what ſight is, (nor is it 
made his duty, as in 'the other caſe, to which 
you parallel it). yet he may be ſure tis not made 
| ! up 
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in no caſe whatever are the blindeſt creatures 
oblig'd to believe direct contradictions, nor would 


heve em erroneouſly. 
To what purpoſe then was that faint triumph? 


words proper to expreſs the nature of fight to a 
man born blind, and will give him leave to infer 
contradictions from ſuch words according as be 
underſtands *em ;- then I will undertake to ſolve all 
the contradictions in the terms, by which we expreſs 


him to form a clear idea of it in his imagination, 


ſuch an idea, much leſs to take up with any that 
are falſe. But till I ſay, that a true explication 


infer contradictions. If he imagine any, which 
are certain contradictions in other caſes, he as 
certainly does not rightly take in the true ex- 
plication of this, and ought to conclude he is in 
an error, and to ſet himſelf againſt it; and muſt 
either bring his thoughts to a conſiſtency, or ex- 
plicitly believe nothing in the matter: for no 
man, pretend what he will, does believe apparent 
contradictions to be none, or (which is'the ſame) 


| allnat | 


ſo, 


no argument againſt objecting contradictions to 
ſome mens notions of the divine nature; ſince 


they become no contradictions, if they ſhould be- 


the Holy Trinity. To explain it fo as to enable 


I neither undertook, nor is it his duty to have 


of the operation of ſight will never lead him to 


to be poſſibly true; he muſt, at leaſt, ſuſpend his 


And yet, I believe, as to matter of fact, that 
many ſuch blind perſons, tho they have no diſtinct 
idea of ſight, are very far from entertaining. 
contradictions about itz at leaſt they would be 


Wup of: contradictions, A man may not under 
W ſtand a thing, and yet underſtand very well that 
contradictions about it are falſe z and this is all 
the refs I laid upon this inſtance. So that this is 


T will join iſſue with him upon it, if be can find P. 3. 
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A Vindication of the Remarks 
ſo, if they had underſtanding inſtructors that did 
not err, as is ſuppos'd in your caſe ; where God 
is reputed the teacher of your notions of the Holy 
Trinity, who will hardly be thought to leave any 
doctrine upon us, to be believ'd under the un- 
avoidable notion of a contradiction. Win 
Therefore, if there were no difference between 


the two caſes you think to be fo like, viz. of a 


blind man's conceiving ſuch a thing as ght, and 


your conception of the Trinity; yet there is no 
reaſon from thence for taking up with contradic- 


tions in the latter, ſince tis not requiſite nor fit to 
do ſo in the former. . * 
Beſides, who can eaſily believe ſuch a cafe to 


be really true in the Chriſtian diſpenſation, 'v72. 


that the all-wiſe and good God ſhould impoſe 
upon a generation of men, born blind, a long 
creed, of the nature of /ight, and refractions, and 
colours, or a /iſftem of optics; of which they 
could have no manner of conception, nor make 
any uſe, only it might ſet *em together by the 
ears in ignorant contention ? Or that ever he 
would be pleas'd with ſuch of themſelves, as 
ſhould preſume to be paraphraſing on light and 
colours, &c. in their own obe devis'd terms,” 
which: they think more proper and clear, and 
ſay, are equivalent to his, (but being wholly ig-' 
norant of the ſuhject, cannot Know what terms 
are more or leſs proper) nay to anathematize 
and perſecute all that affent not thereto ? Veri- 
ly, you infinuate no honour to your cauſe: by 
ſuch an untoward repreſentation !! You own your- 
ſelf blind, and yet you force your neighbours to 


take you for their guide: therefore, I conclude, 


man is not ſo uncapable of God's revelations, as ]. 
a blind man of knowing and 'uſing the Sun's 
light; and I'll ſuppoſe you pretend greater in- 
capacity in men, and leſs benefit from revelation- 
. there- 


on M. Lotte: FiYf Dunger. 1 


thereupon, than js true or fit, merely 2d to cover, 
your own errots z- and feign FA, b f 
you may be excus'd in holding contradictions. Tho 


blindneſs itſelf, as Thave ſhewn, does not con- 
ſtrain us to take that for no contradiction in one 


nature, which i is evidently and truly ſo in anoth 
as you pretend. 

After this abſurdity of yours had been expos'd 
as ridiculous, you. > fain hook me into your 


ind. 5 chat” 
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company to take ſhare, calling ſpectators to Wa 4 


me confeſſing what I had 22 Burt why 


Did I ſay a contradiftion may ſometimes be no con- 


tradition ? No, I had granted, ſay you, there 
may be ſomething attributed to ont nature, where 
there is nothing inconſiſtent or contradi#ory to il; 
while, allributed to another, it might meet with 
ſomething. inconſiſtent ; whence a contradittion will 
ariſe in the one, and not in the other: And ſo I ſay 
ſtill ; only T added what you omit, that one of the 
'wo terms of a contradiFion is not the contradittion, 
but both together are, and are ſo in any nature. 
And now let as many as you will ſee if I fay 
what you had ſaid. Is this all one, to ſay, that a 
contradiction (which is two inconſiſtent propoſi- 
tions) is ſometimes no contradiction, which is 
what you ſaid ; and that one of the propoſitions 
alone is. no contradiction, which is, what I faid ? 
Do I, that ſay, dependence and derivation of 
being is no contradiction, when faid of a crea- 


ture, where is nothing repugnant, ſay the ſame as 


he, that ſay ſuch dependence and derivation may 
be no contradiction, when ſaid of the independent 
ſelf-exiſtent God, and Firſt Cauſe, where the 
other repugnant term is found ? As mutual blows 
make the fight, ſo two repugnant terms make 
the contradiction; and this I ſay ſtill, on ſure 
grounds, is always abſurd, ſay it of what nature 


you al | 
STE Well, 


x... 
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that they are not chargeable on your Faith; of if 


1 
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Well, but if I did not ſay what you ſaid (be- 


cauſe you are reſolv'd we ſhall agree) you ſay 


you meant the ſame as I ſay : That 1518 is all you 
contend for, and you defire no more. But this is not 
all you contended for, you ſaid more, in ſaying, 4 
contradiſtion in one nature may be none in another 
nay, you meant more,' if words can ſhew your 


meaning, by. your inſtance of going zwo yards 
as ſoon as one; i. e. to go but one yard, and 


yet more than one at once. This is your reſem- 


blance, how a contradiction in one caſe may be 


none in another; that is, #wo contradictory pro- 
politions may become not contradictory, as if the 


verify of propofitions could be chang'd. Nay, 


I muſt add, that this is not all you defire; for 


your argument needs more to defend it againſt the 


Unitarians., © 
Lou know they don't deny that ſome things 
may be contradictions, if affirm'd of men, which 
are none when ſaid of God; as to be eternal, 
or infinite, is not, with them, a contradiction 
when faid of God, becauſe *twere ſo if ſaid of 
man. You were not ſo weak to argue for what 
they always aſſerted z contrariwiſe, you did ſup- 
poſe the Socinian to charge you with holding twg 
oppoſite repugnant propoſitions, viz. That Goc 
is unoriginate, and yet a derived nature; is the 


Firſt cauſe, and yet has a father and a cauſe, (as 


the Greek fathers expreſs of the Son ;) that he is 
but one he, and yet three he's, &c. Now that 


| ſuch ſort of contradictions, if real, can ever be 


true, you affirm'd, but I never ſaid; and there- 


fore pray don't call me any more to be your 
voucher in ſuch a caſe ; for you certainly intend- 
ed more than I ſaid or you pretend: and *cis in- 


cumbent on you, either to ſhew that theſe are no 
contradictions, which they object for ſuch, or 


they 


on Mr. Leſlie's Fir ff Dialogue. 9 
they be real contradictions, which cleave faſt to 
you, yet there is no abſurdity in them, becauſe 
contradictions (i. e. two oppoſite propoſitions} 
may ſometimes be none, or not oppoſite; and 
that to be, and not be, may ſometimes 27 ſame. 
And then you'll do more towards the reconciling 
the Gallican and Engliſh churches, than if their 
two fynods had ſat at the ſame lime, or than is done 
by the author of the Regale, &c. Tranſubſtan- 
tiation will then be a credible myſtery ! 5 
And now ſince I ſaid nothing . any like- 
neſs to what Jex pos d in yours, you need not pre- 
tend to wonder, how I can deny, that what is 4 
contradiction in one nature, may yet be none in an- 
other, I ſhould wonder more, if I did not deny 
ſuch an abſurdity. e 
Your other inſtance, which you complain was 
not taken notice of, viz. That *tts no contradiction 
for all things to be preſent with Gad, tha it be a 
contradiction to men that the paſt or future things 
ſhould be preſent, is to the fame purpoſe as the 
reſt : for in one ſenſe tis no contradiction to ei - 


ther, i. e. for a paſt thing to be objef:ively preſent _ 


in the idea, and ſo it may be with man; and in 
another ſenſe tis a contradiction in both, 7. e. to 
hold that as aFually doing now which is paſt : 
for ſo God himſelf does not behold the original 
chaos, as now actally exiſting void of form: 
nor does he judge Adam and Eve to be now in 
their firſt innocency. I doubt ſome are fond of 
making abundance of needleſs contradictions, on 
purpoſe to keep ſome darling abſurdities of their 
own in countenance, But tho I am not ſo vain 
as to pretend to reconcile all difficulties, or to 
ſay which ſide is wrong, much leſs to fathom 
the boundleſs per fections of my glorious Creator; 
yet I think it is no ance to ſay, that I am 

ſure both ſides of a problem, or real contradic- 
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little charity, and allow that the Unitarians and 
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tion, cannot be true, about any object z or if 


they may be both true, and a ned Bion in one 
I be none in another, why will you not have a 


you don't contradict each other? But tho, in 


ſome caſes, twould be a con tradiction to affirm 


and deny the ſame thing; yet of the divine na- 
off to do thus, may poſſibly be none; and ſd y we 
good friends. 

Tour next refuge is, That the nature of Gat 
bein incomprebenfible, We muſt not object contradic- 
tions in it, from comparing it with our own, be- 
cauſe we underſtand not 2 nature. To this 1 
ſaid, it might have ſome fair pretence, if we had 
no knowledge at all about it; but that we have 
ſo much knowledge, tho* partial, as warrants us 
to deny what is contradictory to it: hence we 
juſtly deny many things for being incompatible 
to the divine attributes, to his ſpirituality, 2 
nels, Cc. And why may we not as well 


| what 1 is contradictory to the divine unity, which 


is as manifeſt as the others? Tou rep y. That 


5 abe attributes and nature are different; and rbis 


is a diſpute not about God's attributes, but bis 
nature, of which we are totally Ignorant 3 ; that "tis 
utter darkneſs © 85, NC. 
21 might anſwer you, That Hentia! attributc 
rfections, are the very eſſence under ſo many 
_ inadequate conceptions ; that God is nat 
compounded, of. eſſence and perfections, as of 
different things, but that his very nature is 


| goodneſs, power, wiſdom, Sc. But I will not 


obſcure my argument, by entring on metaphbyſital 


niceties. I have enough to ſay without this: 
for ſuppoſing what you crave, there may be good 


round to Object contradictions n Tris caſe ; 
Bo 1. The dine unity is one of his attributes 


by. conſent of al, and fo may | be 11 Tad 


2 


nd aa may be diferned and obicQed K 
here as well as in other attributes. And, 2. Wete * 
it otherwiſe, yer may contradictions ſafdy. Be 
- ſtarted and diſcerned about eyed the divine nakite⸗ 
on theſe accounts. | _— 
. *Tis ſufficient for this, if r'tve know wige | = 
"God is not in a pero All allow one, 4 
of knowing God Is per vians ugg by 2 — 
of his 0 51 thing chat argues Tape 
1 Th To but know what God 
E not, 1 55 then object againſt any thi 
that in contradi on thereto does affirm him to 
be what I know he is not. "Thus, if I know 
that derivation of being from any other cauſe is 
what cannot belong to the firſt ſupreme nature, 
I may juftly object contradiction to thoſe 'who 
ſhall # xy this unoriginate nature to have 
cauſe. If I know his nature can he but one, I 
ohject ſoberly againſt them that ſhall ſay, th there 
are many ſupreme: divine natures. I will oh 
"againſt all imperfection, as a contradiction 12 
that ever. 7 ebovab : and T muſt know, in 
ſome inſtances, what is imperfection, elſe I ſhall 
not know but God may be mutable and mortal in 
his nature, if I. cannot know that theſe are im- RE 
perfections. 3 | 
2. If I know but any property ot Peitz 
of his nature, I may know that to be a contra- 
diction to his nature, which denies that petfet- 
tion or property. If T know he is a neceſſary e. 
nal being, 'know well that be is of a nature that 
cannot die. If I know from reaſon or ſcripture 
that he is 5 al * knexving, I know "tis a contradiction 
to ay of him, who is that nature, that he is ig- 
vorant of any one thing. | 
3. If 1 knew neither what be it not, nor what 
any pe rfection of his nature i; yet if I Ehe 
* wher is a eee in the nature of the 
| thing, 
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thing, and to itſelf, I may ſafely ſay *tis a con- 
tradiction when apply'd to God, becauſe tis ſo in 
itſelf. Thus 27 and 1 7 once, 8 be 10 one 
Angle perſon, and yet three ſuch perſons, being 
3 may ſafely be objecteck for a NE a 
diction, without any regard to the nature tis: 
ply'd to, becauſe of the mutual repugnancy of 
the two propoſitions, which always deſtroy one 
another, and cannot be ſaid of the ſame thing. So 
that I don't, in this caſe, object a contradiction 
in God, from a ſuppoſition that his nature is re- 
ſembled by mine, but from the bare nature of a 
contradiction. I may doubt whether God be a 
pure ſpirit, or be only a groſs body; whether my 
"ſoul be material or immaterial : but leaving this 
ſtill in doubt, I am ſure *tis not both material and 
immaterial. And if any one ſhall ſay, There are 
both many Gods, and but one ſuch God in nature; 
that once he was not in being, but yet eternally - 
was and is to come; I rohe; in theſe caſes (ahich 
are ſuch as the Socinians o zer one needs not ſtay 
till he knows perfectly what the nature of God 
zs, before he pronounces them to be contradic- 
Dial. 1. tions. And therefore *rwas not rightly ſaid of 
p. 7. you, That no contradiction can be charg'd in any 
nature we don't underſtand ; eſpecially when your- 
ſelf had granted to the Socinian, That it is a con- 
tradition to ſay, three perſons (in God) are but one 
perſon ; which, I repreſented to you, was what 
the Socinians charg d your ſcheme with: and 
therefore you were bound (but wou*d not attempt 
it) to ſhew, that this contradiction is not charge- 
able upon you; inſtead of which you cry, a con- 
tradition in man may be no contradiction in God, 
when twas granted them, that this were a con- 
/ % [Ec 
Having made it appear, that our ignorance 
of the incomprehenſible God, does not render us 
e | _ wholly 


, | { 
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e A Lela BI Fung * 


wholly incapable of diſcoyering . certain contra» | 
dictions in men's notions of him, I may conclude 
you have not taken an effetualcourſe to convince 
the Unitarians, by 0 g they muſt not argue 
from contradictiors . So that the matter reſts * 
at the end of the Remarks, via. that it will be e 
ſhall ſhew that thoſe and the like 
ficlries, objected by abem, are either ä — 
ditions, or not traly charg'd on your faith of a 
Trinity in God. 2 on bes — will- 
ing to allo them thoſe h ee A 1 
you'll gain no ground. 
Beſides, let me add theſe remarks: - 5 
r. That you have laid a fair foundation er 
Sceptic: for nothing can be ſaid of God, tho 
moſt abſurd, which on your principles can be 
confuted; becauſe not knowing his nature, we 
muſt not ſay any thing is a contradiction to it. 
Nay, ſince you ſay we know not the nature f 
nan (perhaps he may be three perſons and one 
map) nor of trees, or à pile of graſs, we cannot 
then urge contradictions about them, and ſo can- 
not argue about the nature of any thing; fince 
all arguments tend to ſhew a contradiction in 
| what we argue againſt, and fo we can prove and 
r certain of nothing. — 
Nay, we cannot confute 7 ranſubſtantiation, for 
we know not the nature of bread and fleſh (for 
ſenſe cannot reach that) and ſo may not n 
contradictions i in the caſe. | 
Nay, you can't confute a Socinian thi way 3 
for you can't tell whether a denial of a Tri- 
nity be not © confiſtent with a Trinity according 
to you, becauſe this is about the'nature of God 2 
and not underſtanding that, we muſt not obj 
contradictions here. How know you that 
is not three fences and one 42225 * "A he Scrip- 
1 0 L. 141. | ture : 
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N explcaticns] of the Trinity, Sc. in other words 


that ſenſe; ſometimes it muſt be feurative, and 


ther their ſenſe and inferences or yours be trueſt, 


of the divine nature your way : ſuppoſing. they 


4 Nnditatio uf 645 Renurl 
ture ur not een Tither this or the con- 


0 428 d 


2. — can never juſtify any long creeds..or 


_ ſeriptural: for hom ſhall men believe your 
tences of -humility, that you can't compre- 

10 God, when at the ſame time you are for 
laming his nature in unintelligible terms, no- 
2 and more obſeure than the Scripture? If you 
ow t know the divine nature, then be ſilent about 
it. How dare you ſay this or, that is equivalent 
to the Scripture-terms, or more proper, when 
that is to be judged of by the nature of the 
(unknown). ſubject ? But you are for explaining 
the text, and urging that it muſt have hig and 


ſometimes literal; and are for ſkrewing reaſon as 
long as you can hold it, and then run to myſtery, 
when reaſon and ſcholaſtic wit are ſpent; and 
tell your adverſary, he muſt not argue about the 
incomprehenſible God; as if you meant, that 
you may reaſon, but only tis not fit for a Soci- 
nian's reaſon to meddle; it muſt be, becauſe their 


reaſon. i is of a leſſer ſize. | 
Nay, is it any great ſign of Dumility, of reaſon, | 


to be fo confident of your deductions, as to oppreſs 


or anathematize ſuch as teſtiſy their diſſent from 


them; tho they, aſſent, to the text whence you 


( 

pretend to infer em? And how know you whe- f 
1 

C 


ſince the terms. you ſay are all but alluſfons, and 


chat ahout a nature you know nothing of? Of all t 
men ſuch may ſeem the proudeſt exalters of hu- Ne 
man reaſon, in matters of faith, even while they v 
decry and: ;reproach i it in their 9 n praceable ad- 
verſaries. tl 
3. You could not confute the Pagan notions u 


held 


e de Lellis s Firſt Dialogize 


held many Gods, 6r-that: there is but one divine 
nature, and all the thouſarids of particular Gods 
but A multitude H perſonsin that one nature, (as 

yoũ ſuppoſe manyi men iir hut one human nature) 

5 I not canfyreithem by the light of reaſon 


at leaſt, hecauſe yu allow not contradictions to | 


be an argument here: box 

For: the honour of Criſtianity, landed you, 
never inſiſt on it, tat: to be a Chriſtian is to be- 
lieve, that à centrddiction may ſometimes be none at 
all, and thàt this is the only _ to perſuade a 
mat to beduchis: I thank God I am convinc'd 
without 4} 1 Ars 8 3 

1 ſhall do yau no injury if I * by your won- 
derful proofs: for the memory's being another fa- 


* 
i * 


culiy from tliat by which we underſtand; viz. P. 5. 


That the underſtanding is only converſant about 
what is preſent before it; as if we could not un- 
derſtand any thing that is paſt, and knew not 


formerly 4: or as if the idea of what is paſt may 
not become preſent to the underſtanding, which 
yet in the next line you o]. Lou aſk; I the 
underſtanding, forgets ? I anſwer, as much as the 
memory. But I have ſhew'd, that three facul- 
ties in one mind is no parallel for your Trini 

*T is neither a myſtery, nor will it reſeznble 


(What the Unitarians object to you) how three | 


perſons can be but one perſon; unleſs inſtead of 


three faculties making but one ſoul, you had 


ſhown; that three faculties make but one faculty, 
or three. minds but one mind. Nay, you are fo 
tenacious, that whether there be really three fa- 
culties in the ſoul or not, you ſay it does as 
well for you if it be dt thought fo. | Right or 
wrong, 'tis all one to you. Tou will hold to 
the concluſion, let What will become of the * 
miſc This is true courage | dur l 


„„ You 
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You find fault, that I will argue ſtridtiy from 

the word perſon, as lis uſed among men; when 

I only ſhew it does not anſwer the parallel in 

that point (of three being but one in the fame il 

ſenſe) for which you bring it. And ſince you 

uſe the word per ſons for explaining better the 
Scripture- language, you muſt ſuppoſe it to be 

more proper and leſs ambiguous; and till you 

give another ſenſe, I muſt underſtand it after 

P. 6. the known uſe of it. Tou add, I be ond ap- 
' ply the word Father ſo, and the words repent and 
grieve, that are ſaid of God, what work ond he 
make? &c. As to the firſs term, I ſee nothing 
abſurd in it. For the other terms of repent; &. 
the nature of the ſubject bids me give em a 
figurative ſenſe, and I ſhou'd not dare uſe dem of 
God, if the Scripture had not done it, which is 
not your caſe z much leſs wou'd I put em into 
my explicatory creeds, But if at the ſame time 
the Atbanaſians wou'd publicly declare, they no 
more believe three perſons to be in God, than that 
God can repent or grieve properly; and wou'd 
give us another fair and open ſenſe of the terms, 

as of the other, that may comport with the'Scrip- 
ture-account of God, of his ſon Jeſus Chriſt and 
his Holy Spirit, and with the reſt of their ſcheme, 
then you might have ſome pretence for talking 
thus. But if you aſſign to the Sacred Three all 
the various parts and diſtinctions of perſons in 
a proper ſenſe, and for that reaſon do give them 
theſe characters; how can conſidering men think, 
you don't deſign by it to give *em an idea of three 
proper perſons in one eternal He? And you your- 
P. 25, ſelf deny the expreſſions are figurative, ſpeaking 
Dial. 1. of ſuch. texts as are alledg'd for a Trinity of 
„ eee, 
p. 6. You are miſtaken, in ſaying, I raiſe difficulties 
how a begotten being can be God, from groſs con- 

43 2 | N Ceptions 


„ 


5 


er My. Leſlie : Firſt Dialogue. 
ceptions of begetting after the maimer of men. I 
never had a thought of more than of a Being de- 
rivꝰd from anotber, which I think is the allow*d 


ſenſe 1 ies as apply*d to the Lord Jeſus, who 
receives -dependently on the Father, ſays 


Dr. Whitby on Fohn 14. 28. ſpeaking alſo theſenſe 


of the antient Fathers: So that 1 is no 
1 1 


other, than how à deriv'd can be 
the ſupreme God; which the nee inſiſt 


much upon. ee 

Tou havin illuſtrated — oo. eternity of the 
Son with the Fatber * this, that the light is as 
old as the ſun, tho the effet of it; I reply'd, 
That the light is really 7 ſun itſelf. Upon 
which you ſet up ua hideous cry, as if I were 
bringing the whole fun upon your head, and fetch- 
ing it out of the firmament; even all that huge 
ſun, that is /o many 1imes bigger than"the whole 
earth: For, ſay you, By which we ſee the very 
fun, ſo many times bigger than the whole earth, can 
creep thro a cranny," and be all of it in this room, 
and in a thouſand other places at once. This will 
help tranſubſtantiation. Again, if the light be the 
ftar, then the very ſtar ſtrites on the eye; and 
then you crow merrily: Let bim —— on whoſe 
Hide the poor philoſophy and ſhallow reaſoning lies. It 


ſeems, you imagine, the ſun is not made of parts; 
and that if the ſun ſhines into a room, it muſt 


quit the firmament, and muſt come down, all 


or none. I can't breathe in the air, I warrant you, 


without being ſo unmerciful as to ſup it all up; 
nor ſay, I ſtand on the earth, unleſs I cover it 


all over, from eaſt to weft. You cannot be- 


lieve any ſubtile ſtreams, or effluvia of light, 
that are a part of that huge luminous maſs, which 
penetrate ſmall pores of bodies. I did not ſay 
every ſtream of light was the whole ſun, or that 


the parts that are above are beneath. But I 


fancy you. hoped to find an inſtance from me, 
C 3 how 


37 
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how a contradiction in one caſe, may be none 
in another: the whole huge ſun in a little cranny l 
Ah this ſubtile-Socinian'! as you call me. Thus 
you deride me to your coſt, as Lafantius did 
the Antipodes, for) going with their: heels up. 
permoſt. i A Bo ip ao te no du nfl 
I heartily wiſh, Sir, you would nn the 
Coffee-houſes for one year with. a courſe: of your 
philoſophy, I date promiſe you many admirers; 
and when that has prevail *. no doubt but your 
divinity will go oflr :. 

Alt the anſwer you . to the 9 a” 
gainſt three perſons in God, from his being ſpoken 
of ſingularly, as J. Tou, He; is that in the firſt 
of Gengſis, &c. God is ſpoken of plurally ; for 
Dial. 2. inſtead of God created, you ſay, it is Gods he cre- 
ated; That three perſons are mention'd, the Fa- 
ther, Mord (becauſe God ſpake, and ſpeech, con- 

tains words) and Spirit, and theſe Gods made, &c. 

So that if plurality be expreſs d, as you {ay well, 

it is a plurality of Gods; if the ſingular be God, 

the plural is certainly Goas. Pray ſtick to that. 

*Tis an obvious reply to this, that 'tis an uſual 
Hebraiſm to put the plural for the. f gar; and 

ſo: princes and others ſay we, when tis but one. 

You ſay, indeed, that, in the royal language, 
Dial. 5. we notes the King and his council; as if our. 
royal pleaſare, and de command, did relate to 
any but himſelf. But to filence you once for 

all in this matter know that this plural term 

Gods, Elobim, is ſaid of one of the perſons alone; ; 
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Plat. 45.7. Thy throne, O Gods, is for ever and ever: And, 
1 Heb. 1. 9. O Gods, thy Gods have: anointed thee, which the 
* Apoſtle applies to Chriſt. Now unleſs the Sen 
1 have another Trinity in him, the plural word 
* can't intend three perſons here, but one, only 


it is more majeſtic. 
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071 M 7. Leſlie's Fi rf Dialogue. 


New Teſtament (the proper place ſor this article) 
there is not ſo much as one ſuch expreſſion, but 
always be in the ſingular? It had been meet to 
ſhew where many perſons ever uſe the diminutive 
language I and we; which you aim at, in telling 
us, that *tis ſaid ofa King, he marched, &c. when 
it means all his army e but tho it ſuppoſes all the 
army, it ,does expreſs the King alone, and his 
authority, and therefore is ſingular ; for if three 
rinces together have the command, it would no 
den be, de march d, but they, which ſhews 
you are out: So that the objection (with the 
12 part of the remarks) lies on your hands 
* = 
As for your comments on other texts, they 
are arrows ſhot at zo mark, till you ſtate your 


notion, whether three infinite minds, or but one, 
Your expoſitions are precarious, or go no higher 


than Arigniſm, or are obviated oft in the Soci- 
nian comments; and in anſwering their texts 
you are as modeſt (on Fobn 17. 3. 1 Cor. 8. 5.) 
as if you ſaid nothing. Pray, Sir, tell us where- 
abouts your anſwer is to the text, Of that day 
knows none, but my Father only, which ſome can- 
not fiad among your anſwer'd texts; and yet it was 
in that litfle book, which is all that you venture to 
attack, and no text is more urg'd by the Uni- 


Zarians. Pardon this freedom, Sir, in purſuance 


of your defire to hear from me again; who, I aſ- 
{ure you, am acted herein by no paſſion, except 
it be a paſſionate deſire of ſeeing our holy Chri- 
ſtian Religion reſcou*d from the burden of con- 
traditions. Ben 
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But what muſt we ſay to this, that in the | 
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1. They were tites of humble deprecation.” 2. Le- 
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According to the common ſcheme of ſatisfaction rhe 
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8 E © T. J. p. 44 
The true ſtate of the queſtion relating to Chriſt's ſa- 


tisfation. | 
5 SECT. 1 p. 47 
Equivalent infinite ſati faction, not reguiſite in or- 
der to pardon. 1. Wot from the nature of God's 
Juſtice... 2. Not from the threatnings 8 avg law. | 
1/871 Not f 1 i tht ends of groen, 
Ar = 60 
F bat Chriſt did not make ſuch Kian 1. He 
did not Juffer proper puniſhment. 2. I was not 

a full r ent to. fri juſticde. 
"REST If. pi. 72 
Chrit's being ſtyled a ſacrifice, a propitiation, or a- 
tonement, 10 proof of ſuch a ſatisfattion. 


gal atonements were ſometimes ſo made as to have 
no. ſhadow of puniſhment, © 3. Even the bloody 
facrifices were rather penitential than ſatisfactory. 


277 vo P. 80 

ee g an equivalent puniſhment vad been re- 
. guiſite, yet it would not thence follow,. that it 
mut be infinite. 1. Becauſe fin; tho exceeding 
evil, is not infinite. 2. Infinite ſatisfaction can- 
101 be made by infinite puniſhment. 
YECT YT. p- 32 3 


JO perſon in the Trinity is ftill unſatisfied. 


88 „ 
The Socinians grofly miſrepreſented by Mr. Leſlie: 
The Trinitarians ſadly divided in their notions : 
The injuſtice of denying toleration zo the Unita- 

' Tians, 
A LETTER from the Author in anfiver to ſome 
queſtions propoſed to him a this ſubiect. p. 102 


DE xamination of Me: Leſt 5 
laſt Dialogue, relating % 
_ the Sati con Ye: Fe 2 
. 


S 1 R, 
I MAKE bold to 88 wich my * | 


on your laſt dialogue, relating to the /atis- 
faction of our Lord Teſus Chrift, in oppoſition 

to the Unitarians ; and ſhall examine what pre- 
tence you have from thence to infer-his 4 
deity; For as to the reſt the Unitarians are na 
more concern'd in the diſpute than the mi 
nians, who give the like account with them of 
Chriſt's ſufferings. They can bear with any 
notions here, which don't ſubvert the juſtice of 
God, or ſully the glory of his free grace in the 
pardon of ſin: But they ſtiffly deny any juſt 
inference to be made, from the true account of 
the atonement of ſin by Jeſus Chriſt, for his ſu- 
preme deity, which is _ you and others drive 


at: you telling us, That the dot#rine. of the fatis-p. ik 


Faction is built upon the Trinity, and divinity of 
» Chriſt ; that if be were not God as well as man, 
be could not ſatisfy, &c. This is the common, 


plea, but of what rich it By 2 Fl be ſeen, "i 
what follows. 1 root, K 
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eyer proſecuted it, either eb 
ofauly ; for what no Socinian would ever fay, 
nay what he expreſly denies, you put into your 
Secinian's mouth, and make him ſpeak what you 
_ found in Tini ſatians books, becauſe you judg d 
1 it might be odious. The moſt pinching and ob- 

i | vious argument which the Unitarians inſiſt on, 
viz. the inconſiſtency of a ſtrict equivalent meri- i 
tofious ſatisfaction, with free gratuitous pardon, 
you are ſo ignorant or diſingenuous, as never 
1 | once to mention; and yet you have the vanity 
_—_ to tell the world, you have conſidered the chief 
of the Socinian Tratts, when you have only at- 
tack*d one very little one, which for your own 
= glory you muſt call that moſt celebrated book with 
them. To me it appears, that you have but juft 


2 pt 2 
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2 arr 8 7 
— * — 1 
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1 i _ &dip'd into the controverſy, and don't ſo much 
40 . as underſtand the true ſtate of it. In order to 
1 ſhew your defects, I ſhall i ſtate the matter in 


yt _— *, 

Yo! * - AT I 

— ph. 

—— — — 

——_ - a 
— — — 43% ———— 8 

beet —— %. — — x 

—— . I ˙ (A 


Sts 2 


8 
- —— — 


diſpute; and then ſnew how ſhort you are of 
proving your point againſt the Unitarians. 


15 r 
The true ſtate of the queſtion relating to Chriſt's 
Git fſatisfaction. e 
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A S to the matter in diſpute, I will not lay 
I weight upon words and phraſes, that may 
have various and uncertain meanings. The term 
Satisfaction, in a legal ſenſe, is wholly unſcrip- 
tural. I think you are not quite fo happy as ri- 
diculous, in pretending to diſcover it in Ja. 53. 
it, which I think none before ever did; and I 
fancy none after you will interpret of a ſatisfac- 
tion ro juſtice, when it plainly ſpeaks of a com- 
| _ placential 


placential delight the ſervant of God ſhould have 


in the iſſue of his -underta 


of words ſerves ſore men, let the ſenſe be ever 
ſo foreign to their purpoſe; however, neither 


the unſcriptural term Le be. nor the ſerip. 
tural terms Redemption, ee Alen, 
Sacrifice, &c. 1s The matter ofthis diſptite t hs 
REO Marian, can allow all theſe'y and the very Ra. 
covian cateobißu, which you ſay is theif H 
expreſly allows Jeſus Cre "to de our: exprazory 
ſacrifice, Chap. 8. and that in tb ſume ſinſe dg 
nay, in 4 fuller than ibe Jacrifices under the” laty 
were ſuch. So chat they have ſaid what is falie; 
who tell the world, that the Sorinians in generul 
deny Chriſt died a proper ſarri ſcr for fin; uch 
leſs do the Zriannitarians decline the exprefiion; i 
Nor ſhall the phraſe of nofre des, or hits dying | 
in our Read, make any difference, ſo that the - 
Antinomia. ſenſe of bis Jytaining our legal" arſon | 
be excluded. The Racovian-ratechiſm aſſerts it, 3 
that Chriſt died: as viclima ſucc danca. And 1 „ 
think he that ſuffers with a deſign to prevent our : 4 
ſuffering (which is granted) truly ſuffers in "par, 
F y BET I3TG 2 
4 But the true ſtate of the queſtion is aboyt the 
meaning of tlie - aforeſaid expreſſions, viz; Nb. 
ther or not out Lord Feſus'Chrift' endured ſueb in- 
finite puniſhment at the hands of God, as was 4 
full equivalent - compenſation do 'vindiive juſtice 
for the fins of men, and ſtriftly meritorious of thai? 
pardon, It muſt not only be puniſhment but 
equivalent to alł that « ah e Sens had de- 
ſerved at the hands of ſevere juſtice for ever: and 
in order to chis, it muſt be Mfinite in valus; 68 
no other nohon of Chriſt's ſatisfaction can afford: 
you ſo much as A pretence of an argument for his 
infinite Deity. Therefore you call it nite ſati/> 
Faction, p. 2. as do Dr. Edzards and others. 
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An Auſiver to Mur: Leſlie 


1. ft 2 . proper puniſhment laid on Chriſt, yet 
if «that was not a full equivalent in ſtrict juſtice ; 
nay, if *twas an equivalent, yet if that equiva» 
lent did not amount to infinite, then not being 
infinite ſatisfaction, it needed na infinite perſon 

o make it; and ſo your en for Chriſt's 
7 will fail here. 

Tbe Unitarian./en/e I take to be this, That the 
Land. Jeſus, not ſo much by any phy/ical virtue of 
his blood, or by the natural pain and torments 
of his ſufferings, but by his obedience to the death 
of -' the croſs, by his great atience, humility, 
ſubmiſſion towards God, a tranſcendent cha- 
rity. to men, (expteſs d chiefly in his ſufferings, 
which were the great trial of thoſe virtues) 
did make ſo acceptable and remardable an vblation 
to Cod, that in conſideration hereof he is exalted 
to be a princely advocate with a merciful God 
for ſinners; and in the acceptable virtue of this 


obedience to death, his interceſſion is prevalent 


with the divine mercy for pardon, which he is 
authoriz d to grant. The ground of pardon being 
granted in his name, is bis obedience, which 18 


| better than a bare external ſacrifice : tis not 


meerly a condition, as Dr. Stiilingfeet pretends, 
in his reaſons of Chriſt's ſufferings, but a reward- 
able conſideration in the caſe of pardon ; as a 


perfect lx. holy life would be a meet conſideration 


for Gock's gracious recompence of eternal hap- 
pineſs. The ꝛway f its application Is by his 
interceſſion, not challeng” gd of rigorous juſtice 
ag à thing ſtrictly merited, and which God, ha- 
ving had "the full worth 1 is bound i in Juſtice 
to grant as a debt he owes to the purchaſer ; 3 bur 
ſought of the divin: favour and mercy, with 
which! Chriſt's obedience has given. him ſo great 
4 . TAS eren * * the CA | 
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| | of God e in putting this . 
on, Jeſus Ch batt for h is confummare. virtue, f 
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i example) are... rought . to turn. f A thejn f 
unte God; and all 1 making it bree ab | 
. humbling . e eee 


8 and Jian an, n hs fo f. ayour E 
interpoſal of one 5 25 higheſt 1 75 and wo by.th 
and this tried z the utmoſt by the maſt 9 
exerciſes. And in order to 1 „ Aroneme nt.and . 
| = by Jelus brit, they FF; no e 0 fe Fehr 
eing r Wan ane auch en 6 he 
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AVING thus ſtated the wy I ain next fo 0 
HI ſhew hoy. ſhort you are 0 Fs 15 
point againſt the Unitarians, Vi, n equivalent 
infinite ſatisfaftion.to God's voce juſtice, 1 
order to pardon. The OR. of, your. 10 
others) arguments takes in four thin 8 
(1.) That divine juſtice bela requires 
ſatisfaction in N to pardon lin, :(2.),] 
Chriſt has made it, by ſuffering. ſich equivalent 
puniſhment. (3. . That this cont, can 1 
no leſs than iE puniſhment and latisfactio 91 
(4.) That hence it follows he muſt be an in e 
Cod. Let's examine them fingly. . 

„ You aſſert, that the juſtice "oft ed obliges © 
Lim to ear? the Lap TIES z e. to Ft 


on de ges in dle Cbriſß. 4, 


Not from 
\ the naturs 


Yo, Juſtice. 


"a Arfwer to My. Leſlie | 


to " utmoſt what every fin ſtrictiy deſerves, and 
that God cannot. pardon ſin till he has executed 
| ice - ſomewbere or” other to the full; 
And on this it is that your party build the ns- 
celnty of infinite, latisfaction in order to pardon: 
P. 5. You ask, juſtice require fall ſatisfattion ? 
and" are ſo diſingenuous as to make your Socinian 
anſwer, , FOE 3 when no Socinian will ever ſay it in 
the Tenſe your . intends, but on the 
P. 47. contrary «5 wou d always ſay, N. You fay, 
8 Ihlice can 25 more remit the leaſt furtbing, than it 
p. 31. Can ceaſe to be: that j uſtice not being ſatisfy'd, 
Juſtice is not done, and that is ae. This you 
rt, but don't prove. But ſo far is this from 
belonging to the nature of divine juſtice, that 
I dare fay no juſt and good man ever acts thus, 
always to demand inexorably the utmoſt of his 
ſtrict right. The Summum Fus is ever blamed, 
as is he who is righteous overmuch. IN 
.YTis granted by the Unitarians, that avidin 
je belongs to the great Governor of the 
world, and that *tis requiſite it ſhould be exerted, 
tho not always anſwerably to the. ſtrict demerit 
of fin, yet anfwerably to the ends of government; 
and ſo tis ih all regular human governments. 
Accordin gly God does exert this puniſhing Juſtice in 
5 | many tempo ral puniſhments, and more fully in 
the final condemnation of the ##corrigible, in 91 
y of the b of the * Fighteous Judgment of 
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But juſtice TY not demand the ſame puniſh- 
wy ment of the eren, who de honour to it by 
3 theit reperitance, and their humble earneſt de- | 
3 if BE, of delerved wrath'; but by your prin- 
cple, Go ** ind to Punich the ſins of the 
maoſt pe eng, of much as thoſe of the moſt 
ond. oe + hag Ser b mate lang greſfors: He muſt not 
0 temir a farthing'in one ol and he can have no 
more 
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on al Sarisfattion 15 7 of Crip. 48 


more than every farthing in the other. In ſhort, 
I fay, God always hates ſin, but 1s. not hound 
always to puniſh it, only when in his wiſdom 
he ſees it requiſite. And in this Dr. W 
conſents, Preface to the. ſt ufferings of Chrift,.p 3 
where he argues againtt your notion of dine 
juſtice as very abſurd. 

Your only argument, 'viz, That 1 not 
being ſatisfy*d, ſuppoſes juſtice not to be done, and 
that not to do juſtice is injuſtice, ariſes from your 
confounding e different , notions of juſtice. 
For a thing is ſaid to be juſt in two ſenſes: . 
either *tis quod fieri poteſt, what lawfully may be 
done; or, quod fieri debet, what ought to be 
done. Now not to do the laſt, that is, what 
ought to be done, is injuſtice; but to admit the 
former, viz, what I may without injuſtice do, is 
no wrong. And of this kind is God's rig t to 5 

puniſh the penitent upright ſervant for his hated 
defects and forſaken faults ; this is not quod fiers _ 
debet. But you ſuppoſe that whatever may be 
done juſtly ought in juſtice to be done, which 

is very monſtrous. For I pray what is juſtice ? 
Is it not 70 give every one his due? Tis in giving, 
not taking, what is ſtriftly due; giving others 
their right, not exacting from em my own. ; - 
of my own I am maſter, but not of another's. 
And tho we ſay puniſhment is due to an offen- 
der, the meaning is not that he has a right 
to it, which in juſtice we muſt not deny him, 
but that the injured perſon has a right over bim 
to take it if he pleaſes : the injured perſon does 
not come under theſe bonds, but the offender 
only; ſo that the injured is free in point of 
juſtice, if ſomething elſe don't require him to 
uſe his power over the injurious. If a man 
can't part with his juſt right in any caſe without 
coming ſhort of juſtice ; then he is unjuſt in not 
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ON every treſpaſſer to the utmoſt Rr" 
= : fr here Juſtice. is not exerted, Where: 


48, even Yrinces, who are truſted by the co m- 
munity, and ſhould not give up their rights, are 


yet endowed with a Fr erogative to remit puniſh- 
ment, 'where it may fafely be; and this without 


any muſtice, tho; N be not done. And e 


* man ſay, roll the abſolute ſovereign 16 

all mall not ſometimes forbear to uſe his ** 
10 puniſn his creatures? May be not do with bis 
own as he lifts? Mat. 20. 15. 

But if God muſt do all that with juſtice he 
can do, then I doubt he muſt needs refuſe 
Chriſtꝰs ſubſtitution ; becauſe in juſtice he might 
either not have contrived; or not accepted it; 
and not to do juſtice i is, ay you, injuſtice, And 
it ſeems ſtrange, that in order to'magnify God's 
| pardoning mercy, you ſhould lay your founda- - 
tion in fuch 4 notion of him, as repreſents 
him uncapable of ſhewing any mercy 3 and un- 
der a neceſſity to do all the hurt he can within 
the limits of rigorous juſtice. Nay, if God 
cannot part with the exerciſe of his juſt ri ight in am 
— (for with his right. 40 in general, 5 grant 
it) then it will follow, that he muſt pardon pe- 
nitent ſinners abſolutely, becauſe it is his 5 ju 4 


to ſuſpend and remit puniſhment when he plea 


as much as tis his right to inflict it when he ſees 
that to be beſt. And if he muſt do juſtice to ibe 
utmoſt, i. e. whatever is juſt; then — he do 
this juſtice of exerciſing his prerogative and juſt 
right in abſolute pardon, elſe here is ſome juſtice 
uo done: ſo that both ways, either in puniſhing, 
or not puniſhing, God exerciſes his juſt right, and 
acts as Juſtly in the one as the other, if we only 


* the nature of mere juſtice. 


ou ask, If forgiveneſs without ae be 


called Juſtice and you make your Socinian 


- anſwer, 


— 
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on the Satisfattion of Fefus Chrift. $* | 
anſwer, No; when he would ſay, Jet, if be 
| 1 ſpeak. for himſelf ; but he is in your hands, 

and you make him ſpeak what you would have 

him, to make you fport ; which is the great pri- 

vilege of thoſe who write controverſy by way, of 
dialogue. I ſay then, that free pardon 5s juſtice, . 
as our alms is called righteouſneſs in Scripture 
for this redſon among others, ſay ſome, becaule 
they muſt be 8 of ſuch things as we have a 

right to: ſo 


. 


od's pardoning . mercy is righ- - 

teouſneſs, as much as his RR is fo, 3 

exerciſe of his ſuſt right. Puniſhing is one act 

of juſtice, and pardoning another; either way 

God uſes his own right with equal juſtice. So 

that you give no manner of proof of its being 

eſſential to juſtice, that it br, always puniſh. to 

the utmoſt deſert. And indeed ſince forbearance 

is a real remiſſion of, all that puniſhment which 

the ſinner might have ſuffered in that time, you 

may as well ſay, that juſtice is not done in God's 

long forbearance of the wicked, as in his ahſo- 

lute pardon of the penitent; nay, in his forbear- 

ance of devils too, on whom juſtice is not fully 

executed yet, but they are forgiven a great part 

of their torment till the laſt day: and yet this is 

- without any ſatisfaction, unleſs you ſuppoſe Chriſt 

ſatisfy'd fo far for devils too. . 

And as your ground for the neceſſity of full 

ſatis faction fails, viz. from the nature of God, and 

his juſtice 3 ſo I ſuppoſe will heirs, who found 

the neceſſity of full penal ſatisfafion upon the 

threatnings of the law, as ſome; or upon a re- 

gard to the ends of government, and the com- 

mon good, as others. VJ 
2. I find even ſome rigid Calviniſts will not Net from 

go ſo far as you, to lay this neceſſity ſo boldly * 

on the nature of God, but only on his voluntary 25, , 

e . | determination, 
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As Anſwer 70 Mr. Leſlie 


Treat. of determination. The injuſtice of not puniſhing a 


Redemp. 


| P. 93, 


144. 


fin (fays Dr. Owen) ariſes not from any natural 


obligation, but from a poſitive aft of. God's will. 
This poſitive will being ſuppoſed to be declar'd 
in the threatnings of his law, before man ſinned, 


let us examine what neceſſity of full penal ſatisfac- 


tion is manifeſt from the :hreatnings of the law. 
Tho, I think, this founds the fatisfaction origi- 
nally on mere will and dominion, which made a 
neceſſity that did not ariſe from any xatural obli- 
pation; and therefore *twill be a great preſump- 
Yom againſt this opinion, that *tis not likely a 
moſt gracious God ſhould exert ſuch a poſitive 
act of mere will; yet I find no ſuch thing in the 
law itfelf, The threatning was, Thou ſhalt die; 
and the ſentence paſs*d upon him in purſuance of 
that law was, Thou ſhall return to the duſt; And 
this is fully executed on men themſelves; ſo that 
there is no need for a ſubſtitution or ſatisfaction 
to take it off: and 'twill be very hard for men to 
ſuppoſe a ſecret meaning of that threatning, vix. 
that it includes eternal torments, and then upon 
that ſuppoſition to ſuppoſe a neceſſity of a full 
execution of that meaning of the threatning on 
„ | 

But as I will not deny, that the continuance, 
under death was imply*d in that ſentence; fo I 
judge, that whatever future miſeries might be im- 
ply'd in that threatning, (as J grant they are in 
others) yet threatnings, conſider*d barely in them- 
ſelves, do not bind the lawgiver, in ſtrict juftice, 


to inflict em on every ſinner who repents. For 


even the ſentence of returning to duſt was not exe- 
cuted on Enoch nor Elias; nor will it be on thoſe 
who ſhall not ſleep, but ſhall be chang d. Who 
knows but the threatnings of the firſt covenant 
were.as condtional as to future miſeries (ſuppoſing 
them intended in Gey, 2.17.) as the threatnings 
| "NIX - 


ds 


on the Satiifackion of Yeſus Chrifl. 33 
in the Goſpel? (1 Cor. 3. 17. Gal. 5. 21. Rep. 
21. 8.) Theſe are deliver d in as abſolute terms 
as the firſ# threatning was, and yet we ſay they 
are not intended to be executed, if there be re- 
pentance; only temporal miſeries, viz. death, 
Sc. are peremptorily determined. Perhaps God,. 
whoſe merciful nature was the ſame at firſt, never 
dealt with frail man (as the hiſtory ſhews him to 
be eaſily enſnar*d) on other terms than theſe : he, 
might threaten future miſeries; but we have no 
reaſon, that I ſee, to ſay his threatnings were not 
conditional, and left no reſerve for repentance, WO 
as now, I know a thouſand precarious things are 4 
ſaid of the firſt covenant, and covenant of works 
with man in innocency, requiring perfect obedi- 
-., ence, as the condition of life eternal, and admit- 
ting no repentance ; of which things I find not the 
5 Scriptures ſay a word : and T doubt whether 
uch a covenant be either kitable to the nature of 
a gracious wiſe God, or the nature of man, in iss 
' unexperienc'd feeble innocency. Our commoa 441 ft 
ſyſtems do molt pitifully ſuppoſe, and then build Aa 
all on this; which ſhou'd be well prov'd, before — 
it be laid for a foundation. Now if the threat- 4 
nings were conditional, then on repentance they 
_ *were to be fuſpended of courſe without any exe- 
cution due. 3 3 
But if eternal miſeries were threatned, and ab- 
ſolutely denounc'd againſt the ſinner, yet conſi- 
dering what has been ſaid of the nature of juſtice, 
and that non- execution wrongs none in their rights, 
(for even. God's right to puniſh remains, tho he 
forbear to exerciſe it) I can't ſee any thing can 
| be pretended for the injuſtice of not executing 
the threatning but this, that *:is againſt irulh, a 
wrong to the veracity of God, and a wrong to 
men, as tis a ſort of juſtice due to them not ta 
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deceive em. 
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; An Anſwer to Me. Leſlie 


To which I anſwer, That whatever the certain 
natural conſequence of fin may be, to render an 
- Incorrigible ſinner miſerable ; and whatever en- 
gagements may be on the idem and holineſs 

, God, as rector of the world; nay, whatever 
engagement may be upon bis truth on other 
accounts, to exact the threatned puniſhnient on 

the irreclaimable ſinner; yet the bare threat- 

ning does not, I conceive, engage his truth, be- 

cauſe threatnings are not like predictions, nor 

a are wont to be underſtood to ſignify what ſhall 
| certainly be, but what may be expected: they are 
not given for a pledge of the divine veracity. 

Death was threatned to the murderer, and yet 

God faid to David, without being falſe, Thou 

ſhalt not die. | ; 15 

If the divine truib were at ſtake in every 

threatning, I don't ſee but the /ame injuſtice, 

7, e. the ſame untruth, might be charg*d on God 

ſtill, even tho Jeſus Chriſt had ſuffer'd the equi- 

valent; becauſe the law or threatning did never 
ſay, that Chriſt, or /ome ſubſtitute, ſhould die, 
but the ſinner. And there ſeems to be as little 
punctual truth obſerv*d in Chriſt's ſuffering the 
puniſhment inſtead of the ſinner, as in God's par- 
doning him abſolutely ; for when Chriſt ſuffer*d, 
it was neither the ſame perſon, nor the ſame kind 
cf puniſhment that the threatning ſpake of. And 

If it be a right notion of Dr, Owen, that per- 

ſonal guilt differs from debts in this, that the 

perfon himſelf is principally intended, and aimed at, 
and not the debt; then it will follow, that the 

-threatning was not accompliſh'd- in its principal 

intention, when Chriſt ſuffer' d; and then where 

is the truth of the threatning accompliſh'd ? 
Juſtice may admit an exchange, but truth lies in 
a point. Thus if I tell my creditor I am worth 
a thouſand pounds in land, and it be found, that 
| | I e 
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Jam worth it only in cattel, or ſhipping, I may _ = 
ſeem juſt enough, and my credit is altogether as 
good, but I ſhall be counted a lyar; fo that the. 
equivalent does not anſwer the truth. Tet I ſup- 
Poſe the divine truth is as exact as Bis juſtice. 
Wherefore I conclude, that there is no neceſſity, 
either upon the zuftice or truth of the moſt holy 
God, that he muſt always execute the utmoſt of 
his threatnings on all ſinners, even the moſt pe- | 
nitent. Tis enough that he uſes his right or not, = 
as in his infinite wiſdom, goodneſs, and ſove- _— 


reignty the Junge? . 3 | * 
. I find moſt of our conſiderate late writers xyz from 2 


3 8 
do lay the neceſſity of Chriſt's ſatisfaction on the che end: of 
regard that is due to the ends of government, and gv 
the common good of men, by deterring men 
from fin by this inſtance of puniſhment. Thus 

Dr. Stillingfleet in his reaſons of Chriſt's ſuffering, 
p. 47, 59. Preface, p. 39. For tho this Doctor / 
avoids ſaying *twas neceſſary, yet he ſays, *twas 

agreeable to juſtice to admit of Chriſt's ſatisfaction 

on behalf of the penitent, on this account, / 

But ſince the ends of government, and the means * 
to ſerve thoſe ends, conſiſt not in a point, but ad- 8 
mit of great latitude, I think this will devolve 
the matter upon the dominion and wiſdom of God ö 
at laſt, who may chuſe what way he ſhall take in 
this affair; and if he can but maintain, or has 


* 


provided for the honour of his law without an 
equivalent. penal ſatisfaction, then there is no ne- f 
ceſſity for it. E 

Now the Unitarians. judge, that the honour of | 
God, and a regard to his laws, are abundantly 


provided for without it, viz. by his limiting the 
conditions of free pardon and ſalvation, ſo that 
none can partake hereof but thoſe who repent, 
and forſake their wickedneſs, and fincerely ſub- | | 
mit to his Jaws, while the reſt are doam'd to . 
- | D4 periſh, * 


— 
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An A nf Wer to Mr. Leſlie 


N ' In this are contain'd all reaſonable mo- 


tives to obedience, as abſolutely neceſſary, and all 


poſſible arguments to deter us from wicked acts. 


Here is no more encouragement given men to go 


on in fin, than if Chriſt had ſatisfy*d for em; 
which would certainly give as much hope to the 
moſt daring and dilatory ſinner: and I am confi- 
dent ſinners would preſume as much on the ſatiſ- 


faction of Chriſt, as they do, or would do, on 


the free mercy of God, even while they go on in 


ſin. And here is as much to deter men from ſin, 


as if Chriſt had been puniſh*d for *em ; for I can't 
ſappoſe the world will ever be made to think the 


. ſufferings: of Chriſt for a few hours to be more 


terrifying, or to give dem a more dreadful ſenſe 
of divine wrath, than the endleſs horrors of hell- 


torments in unquenchable fire. If this will not 


deter *em from ſin, the other will not ; and the 


have already the ſame grounds to believe hell- 


torments, as are pretended. for Chriſt's infinite 


ſufferings : nay, if they don't firſt believe the 


wrath to come, on the credit of the text, they'll 
not believe Chriſt ſuffer'd to take it off. So that 
it ſeems neither to add to the terror, nor the aſ- 
ſurance of it, to ſay Chriſt made ſuch ſatisfaction 
for the eternal torments due. 

To which, if we add the ſad abuſes of the 8 | 
trine of an equivalent fatisfattion by ſo many, ta 
their hardning and ſecurity in fin ; and alſo how 
much this doctrine ſeems to jr Ry of the glory 
of God's free grace, in unmerited pardon of the 

ppright ; it may perhaps appear, that the honour 
of God's government, and the ends of piety, are 
at leaſt as well provided for by free pardon, as by 
an equivalent SELLS Certain it 1s, that love 
to God 1s the nobleſt root of all pious endeavours ; 
and as Certain that the leſs Ire&grace we believe 


him; 7 
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on the Satisfaction of Feſus Chriſt, 57 
him: for 10 whom little is forgiven, the ſame will Luke 7. 
love but little. | © | „ 
Beſides, it is not for us in dubious matters to 
ſay, this or that is the wiſeſt way, therefore 
God muſt take it; there being nothing we are 
| leſs proper and certain judges of, than theſe mat- 
ters of wiſdom, which require a mighty compre- 
henſion and capacity. If we muſt judge that to be 
the wiſeſt method of divine government, which 

Aris back'd with the higheſt ſeverities, and moſt 
ſenſible repreſentations of God's anger, we ſhou'd 
perhaps think, that to ſerve the ends of govern- 
ment it were neceſſary God. ſhou'd ſmite upon 
every preſumptuous crime : for if on each wilful 
crime he ſhou'd take away a limb, or cauſe a 
paroxiſm of the cholic or gout to ſeize the offender; 
and this became a certain fix*'d method, that a 
man could not doubt of ſuch a mark of ſpeedy 
vengeance ; probably this ſevere way might de- 
ter men more from fin than either Chriſt's ſuffer- 
ings or future torments. Yet we muſt not ſay, 

God uſes this method, or that tis neceſſary, when 

we ſee the contrary; no more muſt, we fancy a 
neceſſity of a ſatisfaction without proof. Now 

ſince there is no neceſſity of an equivalent ſatisfac- 

tion to be made out à priori, either from the na- 

ture of God's juſtice, e his law, or reaſons of 

government, (which laſt J confeſs you deride) 

I don't ſee but pardon, or not puniſhing, is a 
matter of Ggds dominion, but always under the 

conduct of wiſdom, holineſs, and goodneſs ; and 

therefore is gratuitouſly exerciſed on an humble 

penitent, where it may be ſo without any preju- 

dice to the intereſt of true piety, and I think 

without any abſurd conſequence. 5 

I wonder to find Dr. Stilling fleet object ſo weak- 
ly againſt this dominion in pardon, which the 
5 e 0s, Nuitarians 
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An Anſwer ro Mr. Leſſie 


Unitarians aſſert: I, ſays he; the whole right of 


puniſhment depends on God's dominion, then all fins 


% 


Inference, that becauſe God may puniſh as 


28, 29. muſt have equal puniſhment. This is a very * 
ie 


| "pleaſes, therefore he muſt needs puniſh all alike, 


and obſerve no proportion of fault and puniſh- 
ment. And yet in the ſame breath he adds, Ten 
it were at liberty for God to puniſh a greater fin 


with leſs. puniſhment, and a lefs with greater. This 


is ſtill more ſtrange, that two ſuch contradictory 


_ conſequences ſhould follow from the ſame premiſes, 


viz. both' that all puniſhments muſt be equal, and 
yet that they may be unequal. He goes on; 


puniſhment wou*d then be a mere arbitrary thing, 


depending on the mere will of God. No more I 
think than in his preface he had made it to be; 


nor is it mere will, but attended with wiſdom, 


| Holineſs, and equity in all its determinations. 


He adds, that then God may puniſh whom he pleaſes, 


(he means any innocent man) and wonders that 


the Socinians, who aſſert the right of puniſhment 
to be merely in God's dominion, fhould cry out of the 


ijmjuſtice of puniſhing one perſon (Chriſt) for the 


faults of another. And tho he produces this as 
their reaſon, and I think a very good one too, viz. 
That puniſhment ſuppoſes guilt, and ſo reſtrains his 
dominion in puniſhing to the guilty only : yet the 
Doctor will have it, that they contradi# themſelves 
to ſerve an hypotheſis, in ſaying that God may by 

his dominion forbear to puniſh a guilty man, and 
yet that he cannot extend his dominion to the 
puniſhing an innocent man; notwithſtanding the 
Socinians never pretend God's dominion gives 
him right to puniſh all that are under it, but only 
the guilty; and that among them his dominion 
gives him a right alſo not to puniſh whete he ſees 


* 


.. | 
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I think if the Unizarians be rightly-underſtood, 
the matter is very clear; they'll grant that rigbt 


to puniſh is founded on dewinion, but yet upon 


juſtice too. I may not be uniſh'd by one, merely 


becauſe Ne is over me, without any deſert of mine; 
ſo that there muſt. be fuſtice at the bottom: and 
yet I may not be puniſh*d for my fault by every 
one that has 20 authority over me, ſo that there 
muſt be dominion allo, as the foundation of a right 
10 puniſh. But then this being only a right, not 
an obligation on God, *tis no more than a right 
to puniſh if he will; and conſequently the exerciſe 


of this right, or not exerciſe, is a point of mere do- - 


minion. There mult be inherent guilt to found a 
right to puniſh ; but nothing but choice and wiſ- 


dom is needful to ſ it, or to ſuſpend its exer- 
ciſe. So that the Socinians ſpeak very conſiſtent. 


ly, when they aſſert God's dominion in free re- 


miſſion of the guilty penitent, but deny it to ex- 


tend to the puniſhment of the innocent Jeſus, or 
any other; 1. e. he may part with his right, and 
yet may not do wrong. So then if not to puniſo 
belong to the divine dominion, there will be no 
neceſſity of your full ſatisfaction in order to par- 


don. Nor can you argue that any ſuch thing is 


at all deſign'd, until the divine pleaſure to have 
it ſo. be produc'd ; becauſe pardon may be grant- 


ed by abſolute unmerited remiſſion, for ought 


that appears from the nature of God's juſtice. 
And it is plain, that in human governments, 

thus to forgive penal debts to the humble relent- 

ing offenders, making a difference between a 


modeſt and an impudent tranſgreſſor, is ſo far 


from being a defect in government, that tis a 


beautiful royalty, and one of the greateſt graces 
of dominion, ' Much leſs is it any defect in God's 


government, who is abſolute lord of all, and who 
can't be impos'd on, as men may, with 


ſpews of 


mocłk- 


— 
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mock-repentance ; eſpecially ſince there ſeem more 
ill conſequences to follow upon his long forbear. 


ance of the obſtinately vicious, than from his free 
| pardon of the penitent : and yet even that is not 


too deſtructive a method to the ends of righteous 
government, to be admitted by the wiſe and juſt 
God every day. The Papiſts don't prove to me, 
that there is an univer/al viſible judge of controver- 


ies, by their bold ſaying, that elſe God would 


not be wiſe; no more do you prove, that there is 
an infinite ſatisfaction made in order to pardon, by 


ſaying, that elſe God would not be juſt. It only 


ſhews you are very bold with God's attributes, as 
if you comprehended them well enough, tho the 
Unitarian muſt not pretend to fathom the divine 
Unity. | . 

But becauſe you may ſay, that God has taken 


this method of choice, to forgive upon an infinite 


ſatisfaction, and that this is enough for us to know; 
whether he was bound to it by juſtice, or not, is 
no great matter, if he have but determinꝰd upon 
this way ; I ſhall therefore in the next place in- 
quire into the truth of this aſſertion. 


SECT, III. 


That Chriſt did not make ſuch ſati faction. 
1. He did not ſuffer proper puniſhment. 
2. It was not a full equivalent to ftrict 

Juſtice. e | 
IHE Unitarians deny that the Lord Jeſus 
Chriſt is ever ſaid, in the Goſpel, to have 


made any ſuch infinite ſatisfaction or equivalent 


compenſation to vindictive juſtice, by bearing the 
full puniſhment due to the fins of men; or that 
any ſuch thing is intended by his being our an- 


om, 


' ſom, or being a, ſacrifice for us, &c. Here two 
things come under conſideration: 1. Whether 
Jeſus Chriſt ſuffer*d proper puniſhment ? 2. Whe- 


ther it was a full equivalent to ftrift juſtice ? Tis 


upon the latter that the main ſtreſs of the cauſe 
lies; for if only ſome ſmaller puniſhment was in- 
flicted than what all fin deſerv'd, it will follow 
that complete ſatisfaction to juſtice is not made; 
and ſo tis only a merciful compoſition made for 


the ſinners debts, by an acceptance of leſs than 


an equivalent. 


1. As to Chriſt's being puniſb'd in a proper Nor proper 
ſenſe by divine vindictive juſtice, the Vnitarians buniſo- 
are afraid it will imply him to be a ſinner, ac 


cording to their notion of puniſnment; which is 
this, That tis miſery inflitied by the laugiver or 


ruler on a malefactor for his crime, whereas the 


holy Feſus was without fin. And according to 
this common notion the Antinomians do rightly 
argue, that if the Lord Jeſus was puniſh'd, he 


muſt firſt have all our wickedneſſes and our faults 


imputed to him, and be as ſinful as we, which 


we ſhould abhor the thoughts of ; which yet their 


adverſaries cannot anſwer, but by going off from 


the obvious and moſt proper .notion of puniſh- 
ment, when they ſay Chriſt was puniſh*d for our 
fins, and by giving a more lax and mild ſenſe of 
the term puniſbment; in which the Unitarians and 


they are at no great odds. They both agree in 


this, that vicarious puniſhments or ſufferings are 
not ſo properly puniſhments, as where there is 


perſonal guilt. The judicious Mr. Hotchkis ſays, Chrig's 
Chriſt was not properly puniſh*d. Mr. Baxter ſays, rigteouſ- 

it was but analogically ſuch ; that is, was not truly neſs, part 
puniſhmenr, but had a reſemblance of it. See I. P. 77. 


Dr. Stilling ſieet's ſecond part of Chrift*s fatisfac- 
tion. And this Doctor himſelf, after all his vain 


labour to make Mr. Baxter differ from the Soci- 


mans, 


- 
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on the Satisfaction of Jeſus Cbriſt. 61 


62 An Anſwer to Mr. Leſlie ' 

P. 171. ians, is forced to own, that Chriſt's ſufferings. 
were not a puniſhment in the moſt proper and ſtriłt 

E. 8 NG oe rn : 3 

| Now the very Racovian Catechiſm ſays, That 
Chriſt ſuffered the quaſi panam, that is, the ana- 

logical puniſhment of Mr. Baxter, & c. And fince 

Dr. Stilling fleet himſelf, by puniſhment, means 

P. 151. only what was appointed and accepted in order to 
' atonement for fin; and by atonement hat, in con- 
fideration of which God is willing to releaſe the 

Part I. ſinner on the terms of the Goſpel ; I don't ſee any 
5. 397- mighty difference between him and the Racovian 
* Catechiſm, which ſays, Our fins were the cauſe of 
Chap. 8. Chriſt's ſufferings in order to their pardon; Eorum 
cauſa paſſus eft, & quaſi pænam in ſe recepit, ut nos 

verd eorum pænd exſolveret : and that he ſuffer'd 

for ſins in the ſame ſenſe that the ſacrifices under 

the law did. Now ſince the Doctor and the So- 

cinians agreed fo well in their meaning, what rea- 

ſon was there to quarrel with them about the term 


puniſhment, Of- Which he grants the Scripture Nea 
not W; Indeed they obſerve nothing in Scrip- 
türe Of God's appointment in the caſe, (which 
the Doctor ſuppoſes and affirms) which in all ſo- 


lem puniſhments is — | | 

Ts certain never d1d appoint and order 

the Jews to ſhed Chriſt's blood ; Bur on the con- 

trary forbad em to kill him : when he ſent him 

among em, *twas to turn em from their fins; 

and the end he propos'd was this, ſurely they will 

Mat. 22. reverence my Son, and not kill him, as they did 
37. his ſervants the prophets. ' And therefore to 
| ſhew how they acted againſt his will, God cen- 
Ads 2.23. ſures thoſe hands as wicked that kill'd him, and 
puniſh'd them with moſt dreadful but illuſtrious 
vengeance. I grant God did foreſee the Je 

malice, and deliver his Son up, i. e. he left him 
in their power; and it became his duty to en- 

| | dure 


+» 


* 
* 


dure reſolutely whatever befel him in doing his 
Father's work : but {till God did all, that by his 
authority and command he could, to fave him. 
from harm, And was this exemplary puniſoment, 
which the NG. Cha inſtead of inflicting on him, 
did by his, authority ſeek to cover him from? 
Certaiply ſuch a terrible ſolema example of divine 
vengeance, as this is pretended to be, for ſtrik- . 
ing a terror into the whole, world; ſuch a. dire- 
ful inſtance of God's angry juſtice flaming againſt | 
the ſins of men, to affright them beyond the far 
leſſer puniſhments. of an uni verſal deluge, or a 
ſtorm of fire and brimiſtone, Sc. I ſay, one 
would think ſuch a ſolemn execution as this, de- 
ſign'd for public warning, ſhould have the 
plaineſt marks of God's hand in it. If it were 
juſt to inflict this as a puniſhment on Jeſus Chriſt, 
no doubt God might juſtly have commanded the 
Zews to ſlay him, and then it had look'd more 
like puniſhment; whereas by a bare permiſſion or 
ſecret will it comes to paſs that the moſt ſolemn 
vindication of ſevere juſtice was made to look like 
an accidental thing, and ſcarce to be diſtinguiſh'd 
from the ordinary trials of the Saints, as to the 
round of his ſufferings, and ſo loſes its true uſe, 
hat public declaration is here of divine juſtice, 
when 'tis ſo hard to ſhew that it had any hand in 
it? Was it ever heard that a wiſe ruler puniſh'd” 
one by a grievous death, for a demonſtration of 
his ſevere juſtice, which death he forbids all his 
ſubjects. to inflict; and inſtead of that commands 
'em to reverence and obey him in all things? 
This would be to obſcure and hide juſtice, in- - 
ſtead of declaring it, ſay. the Secrmans. _ Gs, 


F 


Indeed that text, Ads 4. 27, 28. as tranſlated, 
may miſlead ſome to think, that God determin*d 
the rulers to crucify Chriſt ; but if the nominative 

caſe be plac'd before the verb, as is natural, the 
| d * | true 


64 An Anſaen to Mr. Leſlie 
true order of the words will be thus; Both Herod + 
and Pontius Pilate were gatbered together againſt 
this holy child Feſus, whom thou baſt anointed t0 do 
what thy hand and counſel determimd to be dont. 
The laſt words, to do what thy counſel determin d, 
may relate to Chriſt, (ſee As 10. 38.) not to the 
wicked rulers ; for God did not determine them” 
to murder Chriſt, nor was he ſlain by the wrath 
of God his Father, but by the unrighteous wrath - 
| of men, It would grieve one to hear ſuch good 
Remains, men as Mr. Fof. Allen telling us of God's curſing 
5.193. bis own Son, ſaying to him, Go thou curſed, 7 | 
in body, curſed in ; foul, 8&c. Methinks tho the 


Gal. 3.13. Jews made him a curſe, Chriſtians ſhould not hold 
him cri o The Prophet complains of 
injury done him \ by the Jews, who ęſteem'd 


him ſmitten of God and ſtricken, even when he WAs 


wounded for our tranſgreſſions. 

To conclude, I find God is often ſaid to N 
1 | his love to ſinners, in giving his Son to die for 
[ them, but never that he did it to ſhew his wrath, 
| 
' 


/ Rom. 3. He declar*d indeed bis righteouſneſs, (or clemen- 
q * cy, as Dr. Hammond on the place) but how? 


not in puniſhing fin, but in pardoning it; his 
righteouſneſs in the remiſſion of ſin, which is not 

| an act of vindictive Juſtice, but of rich favour.” 
Mat. 26. Thus Chriſt ſhed his blood for the remiſſion (not 


* puniſhment) fn. We are not ſo much as once 
call'd to take notice of God's ſeverity in this 
affair. f 


| But call it. what you will ſuffering or puniſh- 
ment, for our good, or in our ſtead; yet if it 
. was not a complete equivalent puniſhment, as 
| much as the ſevereſt juſtice could demand, or the 
world's ſin could deſerve, tis nothing t your 
purpoſe of an infinite ſatisfaZFion. Whe her it 
was ſuch, or not, is the next thing to * con- 3 
By RNS: 5 | : 
925 | 5 1 or, 


Juſtior, I ſag} ani 


in 1hs' u 
ial 


/ equivalence, | 
Hartan and others ara fut, wit whidhuday 
the ends e gevemmend | 
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N h fatisfaition,11./ 8: 
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of panian:thrb* Chriſt's; intorcalliga;nimith, the; 
linner3:repeneance, in uch am :cquirzjant;:otap! 
expedient, as better anſwers the.enda.of \Favern;2 
ment; and affords arguments and: am ſon abedis: 
ente, mare than if finners wert Jebr:iungpr deſpair: 
2 4.4 ee en eile 02 nnd 
But the queſtionds abaut an addguate comp! 7 
tion 1. q̃uſtice far ſinꝭ paſt, not Haut a; ecurity.. 
for the future; ar ether to anſuerithe endes af 
government, and tho hannur ef God's law, it 


ſnauld be ſuffrrect without any abatement AnAι 
vhothen dur Lord Jeſus made ſuch à full cmpen : 
ation; as was meritorious of our di from: 


ths ſtricteſt juſtice ? Foo whatever is unh of this” 


cannot he ixfingfe: favs ion, lintu ntiaindt equal 
to the da ſeuts of ee k at idm ne) 
Hoe then is the ſtueſs and heart 308 the cons: 
Mans arr pa, tut Unitarians and Froniturians. 
abour Chriſt's ſarisfa@hon:; which the farmercomei 
Plain is not underſtood; at leaſt is neuer attencleti 


to by their adverſariss. And in this auticat point, 


an which the whole cauſe depends, as Dr. Outram: | 
* it whely, ſo J _ Dr. Stillingfleet, in his 
\ o EL 7 © * Px 


autandimg hr 7a equi» I. ene 
of Ani juſtices ſar: as far a pricdens: 
ar rathan arpodient, ſuch as Mie: 
ae 


ill aum, that God's merdifuf 


was neceſfaxy that che yemaſt:!pymthment. due: 
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. 1 *:1 fay; after this, he very ſubtlely and un- 


ar merc u God's and ſo runs away upon a wrong 


pro 
to lay it alidez)even'thothe cites a complaint o 
ſtood ini. this 


Fail'd; for — — bet had, ay" la rw the Unitarians 
ackhowledge Q to an expiatory 
1 and that they freely had told the 
world what were the main points in averſy, 

Viz, 11; Wbether + Fefus Chriſt made an 
2 tolibe paſtice of God, or an quivalent for 
men hum bave ſuffer d] 2. Whether it mas 
er d io the mercy of God, r 10 his 


| draps-the- firſt and principal. part.of the 
/"\fayingy The main point then between us 


is, whether. bets death: had reſpet2. 10 thi juſtite 


ſcent, training metaphors ard alluſions to the 
legal ſacrifibes to little xy, a ek be knew the 
equivalent ayment. to Ju ce, not other, was 
the main dub for if another man, dr an Au- 
gell were 1 for: a wictim, this might be an 
jc to juſtice; but not being an equivalent, 
deze doch faction: 80 that the eguiba- 

Nat is 3 in this diſpute; which. finding 
bably a little too troubleſome, he had the wit 


the Unitarians, that they were not rightly under- 
point; and of himſelf they renew 
the cornplaint, that he would not, or did not at 


leaſt, ſeem to underſtand them by his anſwer. 


So that whatever eſteem ſome may have for his 
book, can trulyi ſay, tis nothing; ito the main 
point, which he had once before him in his Pref;: 
p. 9, 10. but left it out of his book, whether ito 


ſpare his adverſaries or himſelf, you Juchge. 
In fhort, if leſs than an infinite e ee 
ſatiafactian might do, then one leſs than God 
might give ti: E ſpeak this over again, hecauſe 
men are mt e to —— to ü! main 


u un 1 
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NF chit Gor Ex Tefus has nörlgsdde , 
fatisfattion as this, the Unarians think it proved = 
from hence, that it would N fer | 
pardon from God 3 which be od af : dental; is ſo 
gloriouſly and exprefly declar d in che Nrw Tot, Eph. . 
ment, Forgiving one” 3 as JO for * . 3 

ate has forgiven you, txccpioaro, Me "are offi . 
fan 25 "grace, thro" the redemption, © 22 | 
only by grace, but dee, fre 2 Not any 
meritorious cauſe, as John 13. 25.” Now how can 
God be ſaid to per dn men g atis, if ir be pur- 
chaſed at full price? What is there left to be retmit- 
ted, if what was worth abundantly more (even ſuf- 
ficient forthe pardon of a toothed worlds) be paid 
for it? He forgives All but abates' hor a farthing, . 
ſay you. © ; that'this ſhould be call'd r. 
tuitous pardon FI know this argument is old and 
common! but J never ſaw it yet anſwer d. 

It is oft ſail of anſwer, that tho Chriſt paid 7 
all, yet it ce i [inner nothing. But to w ", 
owes he thanks for this? Is it to God, as freely 
forgiving him, or to Chriſt who paid 'the whole 
due, which otherwiſe had never been reinitted 
God? But it comes freely "to the finer ; but, I 
ſay, not freely from Cod, if purchaſed at zl 
Gul fo Sh from Chriſt: But" the text ſays, 
er in Chrift, Well, but you'll. 
hg it 12285 the Father's mercy that he — 4 85 
out this pay of ſatisfaction. This is generally ſaid, 

F doubt, in comune to the Father after men „ 
have diſhonoured his goodneſs: For indeed. 
(..) It is as much the Sox's contrivance as We 5 
Fatber's, according to your ſcheme, nay more b 
the Sox's than the Eberle, fot we are told, 1 
Son is the wiſdom of God; and you expreſiy ſay, 
Wiſdom is tbe ſerond perſon of the bleſſed Trinity. P. 5. 
Now we know it is the part of wiſdom to find but 
deep contrivances: ſo that the Son muſt be the 

8 E. 2 imme⸗- 


Pu + 


immediate contriver as _ as and no- 
thing is left 0 the Father but tremendous inexo- 


 rable juſtice. It you lay, mercy put the Son upon 
contrving, you tell us that mercy. is the third 

- perſon; ſo chat all the rich grace, that is leſt for 
the Father to ſhew, is only to accept a ſufficient 


* able ſurety. in room of a non: ſolvent delvar, and 


to accept a full payment at once of pat elſe he 
muſt ever be receiving in parts. ou think 
ſuch a thing would ſpeak Any — even 
in a man; 
(2.) But ſuppoſing God the Father EM 
this expedient, tis not an expedient how: he may 


psf 21 but Sow beam a 5 e 10 4 
n 


| — . but yl never ſay he 


eely for gave 25 debt, which I ſaw paid him to 
1 2 fre ally when I ſaw the poor man, my 


id, 1225 i + gt _—_ hm ek to it to 


to 

11 ength) at t laſt — wee it flight 
[orion in the laſt leaf of the Reaſons 785 | 
ſufferings. But tho he did by halves. art it, 1 
Ce Bf did ary * much as half anſwer it. Io 
the objection of the inconfitency of the fr 

Sad's grace with ae 14 e ere a 
Freeneſs of grace is confitent with conditions 3 * 
means our ne and Tre) ers, and inflances 


5 87 


r 


in Abraham's: * far 8 3 a 
I reply, Tho ul tomditions be notinconfiſtent with 
free grace, yet all ſtriftly morii#ons” comditions 
are ſd;; and thetefore: ts chat in anſwer to the 
 Autinomians obhjectionꝭ, they who aſſert conditions 
of pardon, do always deny them do be merilorious, 
ſuch as Chriſt's ſatisfaction is ſkid” d be. Adin, 
days he, remiſſion is fres when” tht penalty ir 
given wholly, as we affert : but othets ſay, Toe, 
ag free when tis forgiven freely, but Thas chere | 
is no remiſſion, whatever you alert, from him by 
whom nothing is remitted, no free "forgivene/5 at 
all, where all that was due was paid. If among 
enemies priſoners are on equal terms exchang' d, 
none will ſay they were freely retaſed, or mag- 
nify the generolity and free grace of the enemy, 


that let — go on ſuch terms, eſpecially if ten 


of the other ſide were given in e for vue 
not fo conſiderable. 

He adds, that men ander defamationma vindi- 

cate themſelves, tho they freely forgive the authors 

| arne, And ſbull not Cod? ec. T anſwer, 

hat men may fotgive, and yet ſeek to bring their 

_ offending drother to an acknowledginent and re- 

pentance of their fault, and to aſk rdon, becauſe 

this is not ſtrict ſatisfaction; this way God 

takes ſtill to vindicate his honour, and forgives 


done who don't humble themſelves and repent. 


But that men are bound to take the rigour of 
the law againſt their brother, or that ever they 
can be truly ſaid of free grace to forgive their 
brother, when no ſubmiſſion- will be accepted 
without the -ſevereft ſati fact inn to a farthing, 
is utterly deny'd. It was time for the Doctor 
to end his here, when he could not tell bet- 
ter what to ſay to this objection, which if men- 
tion'd duly before as it ought, ys might have 
5 9 ſoaner. _ — bns | 
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70 An Auſaver to : Mr. Leilie 

1 Only one thing more I find him pleading, vix. 

That pardon tas not inconſiſtent with ſacrifices of 

ac tonement, and why ſhould it be more incomſiſtent 

witb the ſacrifice. of Chriſt? I anſwer, It is not 

aid to be inconſiſtent with Chriſt's ſacrifice, but 

with bis equivalent meritorious -ſatisfattion ; and 

therefore pardon agreed with the legal atonements, 

. becauſe they were not a meritorious infinite ſatiſ- 

ation. And if Jews or Gentiles had thought ſo, 

and yet own'd a gratuitous remiſſion, By were as 
inconſiſtent as others now are. 

| Nor does your notion of ſatisfaction ſcem ab- 


ſurd in ſpeculation only, but alſo to have a very 
rnicious aſpect upon practice; for ſince God's 

1 rgiveneſs of us is propounded as a pattern for 

Eph. 5.32. Our 1 our offending brethren, what will the 
Mat. ö. 1. meaning of thoſe words, forgiving one another as 
God hath forgiven you, amount to by your interpre- 
tation, but this, viz. when you have had full re- 
paration, not abating one tittle of due rigorous 
puniſhment, and can demand no more, then 
forgive all the reſt; only if you can procure a- 
nother to ſatisfy you better for them, don't refuſe 
to accept it; but elſe purſue them into miſery, 
priſons, and death, as God would deal by you, 
unleſs there had been an equivalent ſtrict ſatisfac- 
tion, without which, ſay you, he forgives none? 
It avails nothing to ſay that we are in a private 
capacity, but God is a governor, who muſt ob- 
ſerve different methods; for ſince God, who is 
our proprietar as well as rector, forgives no other 
way but one, he can be a pattern to us of forgive- 
neſs in no other way but this. And thus you'll 
give a fine account of that great Chriſtian precept 
of forgiving our brother and inſtead of being 
merciful as our Father in beaven i is merciful, teach 
us to be rigorous and ſevere, as one, who, beſides 
| repentance, requires the Xe M puniſhment due, 
1 before 
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for life. Whatever derne of en 
there may be in the method of God's forgiveneſs 
and ours, it muſt not be in any thing that ubverts | 
the nature of free gratuitous pardon. 
The text ſays indeed, yougre bonght with @ ries; 1 Cor. 6, 
but it means not any price of their pardon paid to 20. 
God, but that he had bought them by b - 


or chat the favours God had expendedupon them 
were ſuch as did merit and parc thaw ſervice. 


S0 Det. 32. 6. Do ye thus requitt tht Lord, is be 
not thy Pather that hath bought thee," bath be not 
made thee? And thus. Dr. Whitby. rightly - ex- 
pounds 2 Pet. 2. 1. Denying the Lord that bought 


ihem, of God th er ag, of Jeſus Chriſt ; 
which ſome 1gnorantly urge aga e Unitarian, 


as if they deny'd Chriſt to be 7 and ſo Grd 
hath purehayd bis Church. wich. the blood of | bis own 
Son (as it is Alz 20. 28, after ſome copies) or 
the Lord, i, e. Chriſt, has. ' purchaſed it with bis 
own blood, (afte r others) 7. e. he has, obtain'd-a 
church, reſcu'd them from darkneſs and ſin, and 

merited that they ſhould Ie 10 him who has died 
for them. I read of his N men to God, 
but not of redeeming any from God, by giving 
to him a full price. Indeed the terms redeeming 
and ranſom are ſeldom uſed. in Scripture, but in 
the metaphorical ſenſe; for deliverance out of 
trouble, without regard to the paying 7 price 
for it. Hence * N redeem'd out of — 4 Deut. 7. * 
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1 ne Legal. atonements. Were ſometimnes 10 
"1 —_ to have no ſhadow oj. puniſhment. 
zu Haun the bloody facrifices were - ander 


| Ty un dee. e 


MY s 54 


Ve e {uiaBtion e be iner Hoi, 

a ſacyifire, a Propitiarion, or 

* 5 n in the moſt propet ſenſe, 

he Was hk prieſt indeed; but it was of che or- 

r of Melebi/edec, who did not ſacrißtv, that we 

150 only officiated by Benzdffrion and inberre 

Fon, and not of the dtder of Aaron) for I am 

 Tatisfy*d the Inh vifhms cherſelves, alluded to 

in this matter, were not d&fign'd for a full com- 
Tea to divine hiſtive. 0 


„ 4 bs 


For, v. it is evident they were rites of ht 
Be deprecation, and à fort of Hymbvlical figns of 
confeflion, that they deſervd ro be ſeth* us the 

beaſts were, while they implor'd mercy to ſparc 
them. "Nor does it appear, that their "I 
we 


bl 


on Agde of Ne 2. 
lo much as reſpectec any ſatiafaction to iaſti 
What cho they "mite th arent Goel wrath a 
Dr. Seillingfect finfilts on? L Ae oh 
may be averced by an addteſs to mercy; and for- 

- giveneſs will prevent it as certainly as ſatisfaction: 
— there was in chem an addreſs. 

to merty hy which the atonement was mae; 
for if we look to that, which was the moſt ſo- 
lemn atonement, which gave that name to the 
day on which it was made, (at which time only 
the High Prieſt was to officiate, or could be a 
type herein of Chriſt) ꝙe find that the atonement o— - 
vas made with ſprinkling the blood ſeven times 5 .,_ 16. 
on the © Merty-Seat, within the Holy of Holies. 
This plainly caught, that *rwas by an applica- 
tion to mercy from Juſtice z *twas the High 
Prieſt fled to; and this was not ily 1 7 
the atonement made, but to mate it. This Yer. 17. 
plainly figures out to us, that Jeſus Chriſt obtains 
our pardon within the heavenly veil, by ſeeking = 
it at the zbrone of Grace, or Seat of mercy. Beſides 
this, the High-Prieſt took incenſe with him, 
which is a ſymbol of prayer z and thus Jeſus Chriſt 
till intercedes for pardon as a grant of favour, 
and in heaven offer'd himſelf, as Dr. Whitty ſhews Heb. 9.24. 


- clearly. 
is ſo far from 


23. 


Thus hes: Scripture 
Chriſt's atonement to his death, that ĩt = 


| * interceſſion : wo is be that 
' condemmerh ? it is Chvilt that qed Hes rather that Rom. 8. 
is riſen again, who maketh interceſſion for us: His 34- 
reſurrection being ſo requiſite to his interceſſion |. 
for pardon, that the ſame Apoſtle ſays, JF Chri/ 
IG we are yur in our ſins, notwithſtand- 1 Cor. 15. 
| | ing 17: 


* So Dr. Lighter tall rv, the form of confelſion {with 
the Feaus) over the fin-offering was, I have finned, I have 
rebelled, &c. but 1 return by repentance before thees and let 
this be my expiation, Temp. Serv. chap. 8, eh. 1. L. B. 


7% 
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2 * 1 
ing his de of it: is, becauſe 


Rom. 4.25. be roſe. Main for our juſtification, not only for a 
proof of his — with God; which was fer 


- his oN juſtification, but that he migh 


t juſtify as. 


And on this it is, that the Apoſtle lays the ſtreſs 


| Heb 7. 25. of a Chriſtian's hope of ſalvation by Chriſt. Ho 
oſten do we hear poor honeſt meaning perſons ob- 


ʒject to the Unitarians, how can Chriſt be a Sa- 


viour if he be not ſupreme God? Now the Apo- 
ſtle, without mentioning his being God, gives, a 
full anſwer to ſuch, be is able to ſave to the uimaſ, 


 fays he: But how. ſo? Wherein does his ability, 


"will 


for being ſo complete a Saviour, lie? Becauſe he 
ver. tives. to make interceſſion for them. None 
ay, that interceſſion is an act that none but 


God can perform; ſure it is the part of an inferior 
rather. Now if his interceſſion: does juſtify as 


P. 299. | 


well as his death, nay rather: than it, (which 


makes me wonder how Dr. Stillingſſeet could aſk. 


the queſtion, Why are not men ſaid. to be juſtify'd 
much rather by Chrift*s reſurrection? when the 


. Apoſtle does ſo expreſly ſay it, ratber be is riſes) 
then it follows, ſince interceſſion: is not penal 
Jaligfaction, that we are juſtify'd upon other 


terms. ö FS 64. bo oo Be 
2. Again, legal atonements were ſometimes 
made in ſuch a manner as had no ſhadow of 


puniſhment, much leſs of a+ full compenſation, 
_ viz, by immglation, or burning an bandſulof meal, 
which ſuffer d no pain, and yet made as good 


an atonement: for the poor, as ſhedding the 
blood of a beaſt did for the rich. I know you 
ſpeak contemptibly of a ſacrifice that had all its 


virtue from God's appointment; that God might 


as well have covenanted to pardon man upon the 
turning of a ſtraw, or upon the paring of @ man's 
nails, as Dr. Stillingfleet ſpeaks, p. 272. Now 


I pray conſider what more worth there was in an 


handful | 


_— of : meal? e —— ys heb 22. 
that under the law, ! without /hedding-of blood is | - 
remiſſion, muſt be taken; I- conceive, with the 
| henication that begins that verſe, Anf all things, | 
Ke. for here is u manifeſt exception from that 
rule. Nay, atonement was made ſometimes by 
burning a little 1 Numb. 16. 47. a figure of 
prayer, P/al. 141. 2. And ſometimes prayer it- 
ſelf was uſed for making atonement, . Exog. 32. 
30. Which ſhews us what it in to atone for fin; 
it is not to ſatisfy for it, but with humble penitent 
expreſſions to acknowledge guilt, and to implore 
mere mercy for averting deſerved puniſnment; and 
this anſwers to. Chrift's interceſſion with God's 
.mercy, rather than ro any treating with vindiftive __ | 
muftice. 
g 3. Thoſe legal bloody — themſelves | 
appear to be rather penitential than ſatisfactory, 
and to have ſuch ſort of influence upon pardon 
as repentance had, - which 1s: no equivalent to 
Juſtice, but an addreſs to mercy. This I ga - 
ther from P/al. 51. 16, DA David had commit- 
ted murder and adultery, e is anxiouſly diſtreſs'd 
for pardon ; he inquires after a-ſacrifice for atone» 
ment, but finds none appointed in that caſe by. 
Moſes's law: What muſt he do? Shall he deſpair 
becauſe he had no expiatory ſacrifice? Can na» 
thing ſerve for expiation but blood? Tes, ſays he, 
tbe ſacrifices of God are a broken heart, i. e. they 
are a ſacrifice of expiation, even ſuch as the law 
appoints for atoning ſome. ſins, but not ſuch as 
mine. t e Fathers (an itarians) al- 
low /ati o Ig de by repentance, 
Deo ſatisfacere- \. licoar 
J. 5. c. 13. So Tertul. Bafil, ſee Seller's remarks 
on S. Cyprian: life. And I think repentance has 
all in it that Dr. Stillingſleet ſays of atonement, Chr, 
1 P. 59. It is pain 2 ſuſfer' for ſin, ordain'd of 


l 


God, in eee, ſerves the w and 
Honour of and is more ſtrictly in- 
flicted on us "Gods command, than death was 
on Jeſus Chriſt ; but yet it is no equivalent pay- 
ment to Juſtice,” "while it un atoning ſacrifice. - 
Nay, I think 'you; Sir, make Chriſt's ſatisfuc 
tion to lie in -Uhriſt's repentance or forrow for 
dur fin, viz. in big eaſe of ſin proportionable 'to 
the offence, p. 2; Which you call che utmeſt that 
juſtice requir* ys tho a bare Tenſe of the fault is no 
meritorious ts rid nc bre ae to juſtice for ah injury, 
it only recommends one to mercy. And you 
ſpeak in this as if Chriſt's atonement was made 
rather by ſlwdding of teurs, than by ſhedding of 
#1004; for the former is the more proper . 
| ſion of a burden'd ſpirit. 
But to'return' to David's ſacrifice of a contrite 
P. 273. * Ind Dr 4 Stilling fleet arguing againſt Cel. 
| us (who aſſerted the efficacy of the ſacrifice to 
depend on God's appointment of it as a 53 
aſks, Why were not inward ſorrow for fin, and 
Prayers and thanks rather unde the only conditions 
of expiation, than ſuch a chargeable ſervice? Now 
in David's 'caſe, under the higheſt guilt, it was 
julf T63 Werke of blood woo was requir'd, 
only inward ſorrow, tears, a And 
therefore one might have aſk'd the Datar on the 
et hand, if che deſign of the legal ſacrifices 
| as to teach the Jetos, that no pardon could be 
P. 274. had but upon Chriſt's ſati faction, as he intimates, 
then, I pray, how came it to paſs, that under the 
guilt of the deepeſt dye, where pardon ſeems moſt 
unlikely to be obtain d, there ſhould be no facri- 
fice at all appointed, ut bare re entance ad ac- 
| „ Without any g y © P 
any type to lead the thoughts to Chriſt's ſatis- 
faction? What, muſt one deſpair of pardon. 
bout Chriſt's ſacrifice for lighter faults, and 


yet 5 


. Grip. r 
Os 99 — 

ſatisfaction fo and 26ach, man de hae pag De 1 
wickedgeſs ?. | 


yet do well without it Vader un 


Tos, but E +3 7%. 


denn expiation; and it is ſtrange if zbey ſhould, 


paſs off lightly by a general atonement. 3 a 


over, the finner wight die according to the law 
before that day came: nor could Danid fay, there: 
was no ſacrifice appointed jig, his caſe, if it had, 
been ſo, And St, Paul tells us, there werg fins, 


ikewife'@, mare particular 


* 
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In vain do. lame. pretend ih flee. to the gent: 
national aten, ag if theſe cxunes were perdon'd: 


bow which men ; cold nat be juli d any way e 15. 


ihe low of Moes. So that repentance ſeems 19 39. 


be the only way left em for the expiation of the 
ſt reateſt guilty. which Hippo 2 on Ge. 


og ar _ be thus, don ahe Ga. 
fem alone did not purge, the; copſcience, but 
only took away the political guilt, in relation to 


their cri and eccigſiaſtical panalties; and there- 


fore When the crime was ſuch, as muſt not be 

 Paxdon'd,. but the ſinner me be put to death, 
— there was no room for a ſacrifice, becaufe 
no pardon could be granted of that nature. 

Tas yet, with reference to God and a Kaum 
ſtate his pardon was ſtill ta be. fought by, true 


— bug without any bloody A: Ia. 1. 18. 


of Clyiſt's Aatisfactiom But where the 

— allow'd: p re. lacrifice vs that 
riie by which they ſought i it en, as their - 
te-Ruler : and therefore, even in the matter 
of adultery, which was by the law made ca- 
ne and ee adrmitged: "— — 
avid's 
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Heb. q. 


niſhments, 
18 b for then they 
would have been moſt uſeful under the moſt hein- 


ous capital crimes; where we find em wholly ex- 


cluded, becauſe they could have no effect upon 
their temporal puniſnment; and repentance was 
the only refuge from future puniſnment. 
Whence I infer, that tho this way of poli- 


tical pardon might be typical of the Goſpel· way 
of eternal pardon by the ſacrifice of Chriſt's 
obedience to death, as their Canaan was of our 


heavenly. bliſs-; yet I ſee no manner of pretence 
for what you ſuggeſt, that the Jewiſh ſacrifices 
of . beaſts derived their worth and efficacy for 
atonement from the ſacrifice of Cbriſt; for the 


great virtue of his death ſeems wholly appro- 


priated to the future ſalvation from the puniſh-' 
ments of the world to come. It Purges the con- 


ſcience, it effects our eternal redemption, and: ſaves 


us from wrath to come; but it does not take off 
the temporal puniſhment of a criminal, nor rev 
verſe the juſt ſentence of the civil lau or fate. 
This is not the purpoſe of Chriſt's death, to inter- 
fere with tate. judicatories, or to fave a murderer 


from execution? but it is apparent that this was 
the deſign of the al ſarrißces; and therefore 


how could they derive their efficacy from Chriſt's 


death for thoſe effects, which the virtue of 


Chriſt's death has no influence upon? What! 
did Chriſt die to procure fate-pardons for crimi- 
nals? If not, how could hoſe ſacrifices, that 


n 
9 A N 
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en the Sulisfactiom ef Jas Crit. 79 
were uſed for that end, have their virtue ſrom̃ hic, | 
virtue was of. one kind; theirs of another I- 
wonder to ſee with what aſſurance men tell the 
world, that all the efficacy of the legal ſacriſces + 
was from Chriſt's death, when the Scripture ſays 5 

not ſuch a word. If it had been ſo, ſure it would 
have been mention d in the opiſtle to the Hebretvs, 
where there is no ſuch thing, but only ſome a. 
luſions of Chriſt's oblatian to the gal offerings, 
making the latter to be reſemblances, types or 

figures of the other. Bur that might be, and yer 

they not have from it the leaſt efficacy for eternal 

pardon ; only Chriſt's death had the like efficacy 
(and greater in degree) for eternal pardon, as 
the legal offerings had for temporal pardon; ; 
both of em. did operate aſter the nature of ' 
ſacrifices, to the averting of wrath... But that the, | 
nature of a facrifice is not to make an equivalent 
compenſation, for erimes, is ſeen both; from the [4 
ſmall value of the, Jewiſb ſacrifices. of beaſts; in- 0 11 
of - equal value to tha foul or life of man, nor did 
borrow virtue from Chtiſt's death to raiſe them up | 
to ſuch an equiyalent ;- and 4% from the nature 4 | 
of repentance, which is with as expreſs deſign de- | 
clar'd by David to be an atoning ſacrifice, as ever | 

Chriſt's death is declar'd to be ſuch in the New | | 

Teftament z and yet cannot be deem' d to operate, 

by way of full oompenſation to ſtrict vindictive 

juſtice for heinous crimes. The dum 5 of the 

whole is, that if repeſitance Was à8 efficacious | a 

ſacrifice in the worſt icrimes, as burnt-offerings of 

beaſts were under ſmaller; and yet that repent- 

_ ance imply d no equivalent ſatisfaction to rigorous ET 

juſtice, any more than 2 it does; then it fol- I 
lows, that the nature of an expiatory ſacrifice is [1 
not. to make a full ſatisfaction to firidt Juſtice, 


even tho mercy accept 8 A it 
did a little meal + aid} y Chriſt's being 
an atoning ſacrifioe does not prove be INE 
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T us * Gretippoe _ ſock 
I an equivalent: puniſhment has been requir'd: 
and paid b by. Telus Grith, yet the Unitarians ſuy 
even 5 | not ſuppoſe in to be __—_ or che 
perſon that paid it to be S : : 7 10 nan 
1. Becauſsthe fin to be expiated, cho excerd-- 
ing evil; does not appear to be of a> += mins on 
Nothing is pretended for this but its 
an infinite object; but if that makes it * 
all ſin muſt de ſo· for the on, as 
againſt the fame infinite God. Nut if all ſins are 
of infinite guilt, then all muſt be of - equal: SY 
ſince no guilt ean be aggravated-beyond babe 
which belongs to the leaſt iv; — equal gi 
deſerves equal puniſhment: and ſo chere muſt be 
no difference of erimes, greater or leſs, 'one or 
many, the guilt will be the ſame :; nor any Alf 
ference of puniſhments, no greater condemnation, 
which is certainly falſe. -And therefore if no bret 
ter teaſon can be given to prove'fin of infinite de- 
merit than this, there is no reaſon to ps dg po re. 
quires infinite puniſhment to expiate it. 
2. They don't ſee it poſſible that there mould 
ve infinite ſatisfaion by infinite puniſhments” be. 
| - ia cauſe 


cauſe. nothing that is infinite can ſuffer. Cad is. 
impaſible, and cannot deny, or diminiſh hiqmſelf ; 
and wy Nee union you, Re of rap oh 7 


14 
iſt 


To talk. 910 God's po hung and a God BEI | 
or of one perſon, of the Trinity punilh'd and curied 
by one of «he other, and the third helping the /e- 
cond to bear the vengeaace of the. fr, is daring 
boldneſs enough, but Jittle to the honour, of God 
. or, Chriſtianity, And at this rate the Unitarians 
account makes his ſufferings as much. infinite as 
yours; for they freely own a peculiar /ng 1 25 
union_of God the Father to. the man _Chriff.-who 
EE I ſuppoſe he did i 
doth the 20278, (tho I ſuppoſe he did not ſuffer 10. 
his pangs) and this 3 as honourable and as 
near a relation as others pretend; and yet they 
058 t think he is made God by being united to 

G 

Befides, how can one infinite 1 (if! it a 
 ſuppoled) be an equivalent for ſo many myriads of 
infinite ſins? as a great Prelate of the age has ob- 
ſerv' d in one of his four diſcourſes. Will not each 
crime need an infinite ſacrifice? If you ſay one 
infinite is as much as many of the ſame kind, be- 
cauſe it can have no addition; then you muſt re- 
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1s works for him. The Father in —- 14, 
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member that ox? idfinite divine perſon is as much 
as three, and by this rule the Unitarians have as 
complete an object of theit faith and worſhip as 
you. - Nay; it follows, if fin be of infinite guilt, 
and one and many are the ſame, that a whole 
courſe” of debaucheries ſhould fit as eafy on the 
confeience, 'as* one ſingle infinite fault: and will 
not this be a fine way to make your doctrine of 
« ſatisfatiion à comfortable doctrine ! 
Lou ſuppoſe there may be an infinite ſuffering, 
in which you' place Chriſt's ſatisfaction, viz. in 
P. 19, 20. his having an infinite ſenſe of the infinite demerit of 
: in; becauſe, fay you, he had an adequaze notion 
of God, But this is either falſe, or nothing to the 
urpoſe * tis falſe, if you mean that he had in 
his buman nature att infinite ſenſe of fin, as you 
ſuppoſe, p. 21. or an adequate notion of God; 
for that his finite mind was not capable of finding 
out the Almighty to perfection: nay, tis falſe, 
if you mean it of a forrowtul ſenſe of fin (ſuch as 
your argument implies) "to you ſuppoſe his divine 
nature; for that cannot be afflicted penally, or 
have any truly ſorrowful ſenſe. But if you mean 
that he had a full eſtimate of the demerit of fin in 
his divine comprehenſion, then tis to no purpoſe to 
call this ſatisfaction; for ſo had God the Father as 
large and deep a ſenſe as Chriſt could have, and 
expreſs' d as much grief (figuratively); and fo 
had the fþirit alſo, At this rate they made ſatiſ- 
faction too. So then as man, he had no infinite 
ſenſe of fin ; and 4s God, the Father had the ſame. 
The ſum of the arguments thus far is this: If 
God did not require a ſtrict equivalent ; if Chriſt 
did not pay ſuch; nay, if an equivalent itſelf 
would not amount to infinite; then was there no 
need of an infinite perſon to make a finite ſatiſ- 
faction, much leſs to be a mediator and intefceſſor 
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with divine mercy. 
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Actording to the common ſchime of ſatisfac- 
tion, b Second” pern in the Trinity ts 


TO r content with Nliewing the defectiveneſs 
IV of your argument, the Unizarians turn the 
tables upon you, und from your. very proof of 
Chrift's Deity tHink' they raiſe am inſuperable ob- 
ection againſt it, which rutis thus: It, ſay they, 


juſtice be, as you ſpeak, of the very eſſence of p. zi. 


God, and *ris of the nature ſuſtice, and conſe - 
quently'vf God, to require an adequate ſatisfa#ion; 
then if Chriſt have divine Juſtice; f. 2. the divine 
nature, and be God biniſelf, he muſt alſo require 
ſuch ſatisfaction; and if he do not require ir, he 
. wants what is / entlal to God. No doubt you 
will ſay he is God, whatever follows. Well then, 
ſay they, is he the ſame juſt God Who was of- 
fended by mens ſins? of afe there two Gods, one 
who was offended by our ſins, and the other not? 
If he be the /ame God bimſelf, then being the of- 


5 


that is, muſt be as juſt à petſon as his Father 
But yet fince tis he only makes the ſatisfaction, is 
follows that he is not ſatisfy'd, umleſs he ſatisfies 
himſelf; which is no very terrible inftance of vin- 
Hare Y e 
Here then is the dilemma in which you arg 
caught: either Jeſus Chriſt, as God, has given 
infinite ſatistaction to himſelf, which ſeems ab- 
ſurd *; or he is not ſatisfy'd at all, and fo is not 


« 


3 . F 2 s . 8 God. 
* With Mr. Tho. Brad$:ry the abſurdity hereof is no ob- 


jection at all; for, 1ays he, The /atisfadion of Chrift is an uno 


accoantable irrational dorine, defiroys ewery natural 3 
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fended party he muſt receive infinite F wa 
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God by your own account. Chuſe whether of the 
two you'll take. I find you offer at both, becauſe 
you dare not ſtand to either. Pa e 
1. Tou would have it no abſurdity for God 
to ſatisfy himſelf, and alledge vainly the Apoſtle's 
P. 2. words, God was in Chriſt, reconciling the: world 
2 Cor. 5. to himſelf, (i. e. by ſending the Apoſtles to per- 
ſuade em to be fo reconcil'd) when you ſhould 
have prov*d that God was reconciling Bimſelf to 
the world, and this by paying himſelf the full 
ice of their pardon. Then you bring for a 
parallel, an inſtance of a creditor who pays himſelf, 
by belping bis debtor to flock, and credit, and pre- 
ferment, &c, that he may be able to make ſatisfac+ 
tion for his debt, But becauſe any one will ſee 
that the debtor: pays the debt out of his own im- 
provements, not out of the creditox's own purſe, 
therefore you recant your own words; and having 
before ſuggeſted that the creditor paid himſelf, you 
add, That becauſe *twas paid by the 7 tis ry 
ily call'd ſatisfying himſelf. But why then did 
ht bring it for an 2 — 0 that kind? It is a 
ſtrange way of illuſtrating a point, by bringing 
an inſtance for it, and then giving a good reaſon 
„„ „ „ TT TINT. 
The like may be ſaid of David's giving ts 
God. It was David's act, to give what was in 
his own power and choice to have withheld. 
God did not give to himſelf, to make himſelf 
amends for any wrong David did him ; which 
is your caſe in hand, and ſeems: very abſurd. 
Wherefore, | | | 
OR 2. In 
have of divine juftice, and, lay a e evi of Seripture, 
11% 2 From 2225 true, that 4 * | 1 neg 
p. 39, 40. which is ſuch znether ſolution as that cf Dy. South's 
with regard to Chrift's deſcent from Heaven, Were it abt 
1g be adored for a myſtery, it would be exploded for'a contra- 
dicli. n. South's Sermons, Vol. III. p. 316. | ET 


on Fr: Satisfattion of * 


2. In the next place, you would not have 
it thought that God ſatisfies himſelf. * here- 
fo, 
(ii.) Tou ſay, Man paid bis debj ta God, enabled P. 3. 
10 it by God. "What! does God enable finite man 
to do an "infinite thing ? To pay infinite ſatisfac- 
tion It ſeems then that a mortal man, with 
God's help, can make ſufficient ſatisfaction for ſin. 
TI thought that whatever is infinite is in none but 
God alone; and conſequently, that if any infinite 
price be paid to God, *tis paid by himſelf, to 
himſelf, and not by man, as you ſay. No not 
by the human nature of Chriſt, if that be your 
meaning; for infinite cannot come from finite, and 
that nature is no more. If you fay, the infinite 
value comes from the divine nature united to it; 
then J ſay, his divine nature is ſatisfy d by value 
receiv'd from itſelf, and ſo we are again where 
we were at firſt ; and he ftill pays himſelf, which 
is a fort of payment we don't oft hear of, eſpeci- 
ally where ſevere ftrif? juſtice has to do. And yet 
it is ſomewhat more harſh in caſe of: puniſhment, | 
to take ſtrict ſatisfaction for one abuſe, by ſuffer- 
ing another from the ſame hand. If this be tre- 
- mendous full ſatisfaction, then I don't ſee but 
our bleſſed Saviour, in bidding us, when ſmitten, 
to turn the other cheek, might intend not ſo 
much to teach us a leſſon of patience, as to put 
us upon ſeeking rigorous ſatisfaction by a ſecond 
blow. Thus I ſee you alſo can learn the ſopbiſtry 
of not diſtinguiſhing between debts and puniſhments. 
But this being too abſurd, you add, as your laſt 
refuge, 
(. 2.) That */was God the Son N. the ſalisfac- 
' tion to his Father, one perſon to another; and ſo, 
fay you, the objetiion is wholly over, I perceive 
*cis troubleſome to you, and therefore you are in 
haſte to have it over. But *tis not over yet: 
F ” | "—_ 


P. 47. 
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This. may account for latisfaction to the Father, 
but fill here is ng ſatisfaction 9 God the Ser, 


unleſs he has fatisfy'd himſelf. The queſtion, i . 


Did Jeſus Chriſt ſatisfy the Father en; (elſe the 
difficulty remains ſtill how he could ſatisfy him- 


ſelf) then wha Grin the Son ? Can the Son be 


God, and yet not h have diyine juſtice effential to 


. God? Or can his divine juſtice admit men 10 


favour without a fatisfaction? Will it not then 
follow that vindictive juſtice is: not neceſſary, to 


God's nature, hut that he can forgive without a 


ſatisfaction, ſince God the Son does forgive with- 
out any, tho he have that /ame nature? Why 
then can't God the Father forgive the ſame way? 
But if on the other hand Chriſt be that very 


God, who can xo more remit ihe leaſt farthing than 


ceaſe to be; and withal, it be abſurd for one to 
give penal ſatisfaftion to himſelf; which makes 
you lay, A Trinity is neceſſary 10 Cbriſt s ſatisfac- 
tion, (for elſe the Father alone might ſatisfy him- 
ſelf) then it follows we have God the Jon to 
ſatisfy ſtill, and fo you have mended the matter 
well. Are not we in as bad a caſe as ever? For 


the Son has, according to you, ay ſevere vindictive 


juſtice as the Father. 

And is not that a defeQive en for our 
redemption, that leaves us without hope, un- 
leſs We find another inſinite ſacriſice for the S8 Son * ? 


Truly, Sir, I had much rather humbly truſt in 
the rich mercy of a gracigus God, thro* the me- 
diation and interceſſion of the Lord Feſys, . with {4 


a ſincere repentance and obedience, without pre- 
tending to plead equivalent merit and full worth 
ous him, for all the favour or good I want from 

im; than to. offer a full ſatisfaction to but one 


divine perſon, and nothing at all to the other to, 


f 


— 


who, according to you, are as able to deſtroy 


me as that other, and having the ſame Juſtice en 
needs 


needs be as inexorable 2s be, without x atisfac- -/ 
tion had: been mate to them alſo.” - 
But to tell you the truth, I verily” tlie tee 
all, that you and others of the farhie 0 mion do 
not think . Chriſt has che ame Vindietive 
juſtice which you attribute to his Halber. Tou 
ſay he is God equal to the Father, but you repre- 
ſent him by your ſcheme as much wh gracious. 
And this I fear is. the fatal tenden ey of your 
notions, to derogate from the glori 755 love 52 
free grace of the Father of mercies, and to exalt 
Jeſus Chriſt above him, in the Jap eſteem at 
- leaſt, The Father you call power, and repreſent p 
him inexorable, without full ſatisfactioh to 4 far- 
thing ; but Jeſus Chriſt /o Fat and cotypaſſionate 
beyond him, that tho he be as much injur'd as 
his Father, and have as much right to demand 
ſatisfaction, et he will remit all his debt without 
any compenſation; a poor penitent ſhalf be wel- 
come to his favour, without any price paid him; 
nay, /o good, that he will himſelf be at the ex- 
pence to ſatisfy all the Father's demands too at 
full price. How can r people forbear, by this 
rule, to think and he k more kindly of Jeſus 
Chriſt, than of God? Is this one teaſon that 
makes ſo many bow at the name 27 
yet ſtand ſtiff at the name of NH God and ours ? 
Oh that teaches ofhers to call a ſermon pF Tov- 
g Chrift, &c. ſpiritual preaching, while one 


of loving and obeying. Cod, is reli d as ary 


morality ? 
I find men are more willing to truſt Chriſt than 


the Father : ſo that if Chriſt have not made an 
infinite ſatisfaction to the Father, but they be 
directed to hope in the Father's free mercy thro? 

Chriſt's interceſſion, they ery out they ar? undone 
and loſt. Why fot ? Can't we truſb the Father of 


mercies? May not we as well h for the Fa- 
F 4 — cher a 


on the Je aer: e „ 
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whom, ou Lord faid, there is none good but one, 
that is. God; than when left to bis, who ſaid, 


l 


making God a Mediator? And how ming poot 
Chriſt 


the he had all the glory conferred upon bim, that be poſſibly ceu'd 


* 5 F 
* 


+ 


on the Seti fusion of Jeſus Chrit. 89 
ſuch ſatisfaction? as if the office and love of. the 
Redeemer were contemptible, unleſs they be en- 


abled to claim pardon and ſalvation from God, 
as things he is ſufficiently paid for; or es if it 


were nothing worth to them, that the bleſſed Jeſus 


has ſo lived and died for them, as to obtain the 


higheſt acceptance with God, and the higheſt 
power at his'right hand, and then uſes this intereſt 


for them. I perceive they, who ſo think, would 


never believe that Feſus Chriſt is able to ſave them Heb. 7. 29. 


to the utmoſt, for the Apoſtle's reaſon, viz. - Becauſe 
be ever makes interceſſion_ 1 „ 


9 


* 
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The Socinians grofly miſrepreſented by Mr. 


Leſlie. The Trinitarians ſadly divided in 
their notions. The injuftice of denying to- 
leration to the Unitarians, 11 85 575 


by for your wild Antinomian ſuggeſtions, ſcat- 
1 ter'd. up and down, about Chriſt's ſureti- 


thip, his being the reconciler of Angels, who never 
offended, as well as of men; your pretty meta- 


hors about being cloth'd in the garments of our 
elder brother, a bold word to uſe of Almighty 


God; for as Chriſt was man, you'll not ſay but 


there are elder brethren than he; your talk of 
darning and cobling, rubbing and ſcrubbing, patch- 
ing and ſcouring the filthy rags of our beſt righte- 
ouſneſs, which the poor Diſſenters have been jeer'd 
out of, by them of the Church; as nauſeous cant; 


your aſſerting all our beſt performances to be pro- P. 
vocations: theſe and many more ſuch I can paſs 


over, and impute them: to a weakneſs, which 
might conſiſt with an Bone mind. But I cannot 
be ſo favourable - to other inſtances, which bear 


| the marks of de/ign'd | diſhoneſty, when you inſi- p. 28. 


nuate 
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= ch a way lh — h 
FED 'Racovia! Thong ang biber writings 
expreſly own. 5 puniſpments and Dr. Si 

cites them, xs afſertin! „ that: Gods 1 vera- 
7 is contern d in 2 execution 72 "thoſe ſe threatnings 
on the impenitent.” Bu you mak your Socinia 
deny this, and charge Kite with Belle ving 

ar an; and to make out your reproach, 

Secu have put the very words 
vou Tinitiam upon the linien. So that 
mould ſuch men as you (and Mr. Edwards) 
hereafter happen to be credited, ſuch things will 
paſs for Sociniun ſayings, which either none of 
them did ſay, or at moſt did #9 iugre ſay thin 
the Trintarians themſelves. Almoſt whole pages 
'of Dr. Tiltetſon's ſermon on bell. torments you 
have clapt lily 1 your Socinian, as if *twas 
originally from a Sorinian; and be, in W 
from others muſt be charg'd therewith. I 
not but ſome, both of one party and the 
may indeed approve that ſermon, and yet * 
at all deny Bell-terments, which is your inference 
only. But is the Socinian therefore to be up- 
* by a Tyinitarian with what words were 

the Trinitariar's.own ; and with a doc- 

trine that they have fo publicly contradicted, as | 

well as their adverſaries? © | 

Thus again, you make your abus'd Socinian to 

fay, He can't think it lawful to preach the Goſpel 4. 
Lainſt the command-of the civil government, with- 
ont ſuch a commiſſion as the Apofties bad; when 
they are the words of a Trinitarian, at the head o % 
a Triaitarian church. And tho I will not juſtify 
their practice, who after they have ſettled their 
judgments: in that N of the divine unity, 
and have a fair opportunity given them, do yet 
1 the zeal "courage of a Chriſtian, to 
| confeſs 
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confeſs ith their-mouths what they believe in their. 
hearts, nay, dare practiſe contrary:to-their faithy 


who, in matters of moment. and: in Wich che 


bonour of Chriſtianity is ſo highly concern'd, 
are for having their faith to themſelvet, in a ſenſe 


th le (tho ſ of minute 1 
e Apoſt peaking —— Rom. 14. 


never ſeems to have intended; 


we ſhould not uncharitably urge our opinions and 


little practices on others, not that we ſhould not 
own, or practiſe, nor impart our «faith to the 
world: yet I may truly ſay this is no Socinian 
principle, witneſs the ſevere ſufferings they have 
oft endur'd under ' Trawutarians, ani ſometimes 


at. the ſtake, which with great conſtancy they 


have embrac'd, long ſince the Reformation. ' But 


| how do you prove this to be a Cacinian tenet ?- 


Is it any other way than this, du. ' becauſe 
you find a Trinitarian profeſſing it? and not 
liking it in him, you unrighteouſly father it-· on 
the ocinian, tho none [ſuch appears ever to _— 
been of that nund. 


"Theſe are your pious frauds: becauſe you could 7 
not raiſe dium enough from their o＋]n writings, 


you pick up any odious thing even out of the 


writings of their very: oppoſers, and then make 


your Socinian to ſpeak it, and this without na 

the author from whom you took the paſſage 3 
(Tillotſan's ſermon on 'Foſh. 24. 15.)"that it might. 
look as if it were taken out of ſome Unitarian 
tract, which you pretend to be confuting. You 
might with ſome-haneſty, and from the ſame au- 
thority, have told the world, that the Socinians' 
own three perſant in one Cod, and the — 
Deity of a derived Son. This, Sir, may pals for 
your method with tbe Socinians, 


' Whether you intended to flur that illuſtrious = 
Archbiſhop (whoſe noble parts. great integrity,” 
and ſweet temper, render'd him one of the 


brighteſt 
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great points. 
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brighteſt ornaments of the church and age) by 
telling the world he was a Socinian, tho himſelf 
wrote againſt them; or intended rather to load 
the Socinians with other faults, it matters not: 
for either way it is ſuch an unrighteous deliberate 
ſlander of your neighbour, ſuch falſe witneſs 
borne againſt him, that I hope for your own ſake 


you will not rely on Chriſt's ſatisfaction for your 


pardon without: repentance. 1 find indeed you 


ptofeſs not to Hand or fall by your fincerity at the 


great day. But whatever this error may be in 
ſpeculation, I beſeech you let's have no more 
practical inſtances of renouncing ſincerity, becauſe 
the world generally has ſome kindneſs left ſtill for 
that virtue. I think this is enough to ſink the 
credit of any reproachful ſtories, which you don't 
vouch by others. > YA. 


This would lead me to reply, in the next 
place, to your angry reproaches and cenſures 


of the Unitarians; which I might attempt, by 
inquiring whether to be like the Mabometans 
or Jeꝛvs, in their belief of the unity of God; or 
like to Pagaus, in their multiplicity | of divine 
ger ſaus, he moſt criminal? Whether you do well 
in repreſenting the Socinian, as being at a greater 


diſtance from the reſt of the Chriſtian Church, 


than the Mabometans? While theſe deny the A. 


geſtles creed in the very letter, deny that Chriſt | 


is the Son of God, on which the Socinians build 
their ſtrongeſt arguments; deny that ever Chriſt 
was crucify'd, dead gr. buy d, and that ever he 
roſe from the dead; who ſuperſede his laws (in 


ſubjection to which the very ẽſſener of a Chriſtian 


lies, more than in right ſyſtems of faith) and 


receive another rule, another Lard, another and 


a carnal ' hope; whereas the Unitariaus agree 
with other Chriſtians in all theſe and many other 


As 


on the Satisfaction of Jeſus Chriſt. 

As to your rarity of the addteſs to the Mo- 
rocco Ambaſſador, I ſee, not what it amounts to, 
more than a complaint of the corruption of the 
Chriſtian faith in the article of one God, which 


the Mahometans have kept, by conſent of all ſides. 


Yet foraſmuch as I can learn nothing from any 
Unitarians of any ſuch addreſs from them, nor 
do you produce any ſubſcribers names, I con- 
clude no ſuch addreſs was ever made by any de- 
puted from them, whatever _ ſingle perſon 
might do. I ſuppoſe you conclude from the mat- 
ter of it, that it muſt be from ſome Unitarian, 
and perhaps ſo yet you may remember, that fo 
you concluded from the matter of Dr. Tillotſon's 
ſermons, that they were a Socinian's. Again, 


Can you juſtify your raſhneſs in ſaying, that 


Unitarians are not Chriſtians? when to be a 
Chriſtian, is to own the authority and receive 
the doctrine of Chriſt according to their beſt 


judgment, which one would think a charity, 


as little as yours, might readily grant they do, 
who in their belief go againſt all temporal mo- 
tives, and bear the heavy wrath of their per- 
ſecutors. Do they not worſhip the God of A- 
braham, Iſaac and Faceb? the ſame God that 


93 


| 


the Apoſtles worſhip*d, who bod their knees to Eph 3.14. 


the God and Father of our Lord Feſus Chriſt. Nay, 
don't they worſhip the /ame God that our Lord 
Chriſt himſelf, our great pattern, worſhip*d? And 


are they not Chriſtians in their warſhip, who wor⸗ 


ſhip as Chriſt himſelf did? I pray who are Chri- 


| 


ſtians, if not theſe? Did he not ſay, my God and John 20. 
yours ? g. d. You muſt have and own the fame 17. 


' God with me; or, you and I have the ſame object 


of aur faith and joy. Do you pretend to ſhew, 
that ever Jeſus Chriſt worſhip'd a Son, or Holy 
Ghoſt; ſhew it, and they will imitate him. In 


the mean time, if having juſt the ſame God and 


object 


; 
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object of ſuprerne worſtip, as the man Chriſt Jeſus 
had, muſt make them not Cbmiſtians, they Envy not 
any who claim the name of xhe only Chriftian; 
upon the contrary ground. . FE, . | 
Again, Where have the Unitarians ever ſaid, 
Pagani ſim is preferable to the Chriſtian dotirine, as 
you aſſert in your preface? Twill concern you 
to ſhew, that you make ſome conſcience of what 
you write, by. making that heavy charge good; 
if you cannot do it, I ſhall henceforth have no 
great opinion of ſuch monopoligers of Chriſtianity. 
I know they may have ſaid, that the doctrine 
of the Trinity of reul perſons; or minds in the God- 
head, is like the Pagan plurality of Gods; and I 
think you have ſhown ſomething like it, in pro- 
ducing. the teftimony of Feathens to a Trinity. 
But as this is not pagani ſin in general, only in one 
article; neither is this preferring paganiſm to Chri- 
ſtianity in this very one point; nor is it to Chri- 
ſtianity, but to what they deem corrupt impoſi- 
tions, that they liken Paganiſm in this point; 
and yet they count ſuch Trinitarians to be Chri- 
ſtians, becauſe they have the /ame rule of Chriſt's 
word with themſelves ; and tho they judge them 
very much miſtaken in theſe points, yet they 
think they may hold inconſiſtencies, and hope 
the right part of the inconſiſtency prevails in 
their practice and worſhip of one eternal He, &c. 
if they act but ſincerely, according to the beſt of 
their underſtandings, and really believe what they 
profeſs, | | Pn OBE 


And I muſt tel! you, that the ſo grievous 
charge of Paganiſm and Tritheiſm upon Trinita- 
rians is own'd and made good by other hands 
than the Socinians. Some Trinitarians themſelves 
have ingenuouſly own'd, that tis Paganiſm which 
ſome dignitaries of the church have maintain'd- 
under their doctrine of a Trinity of perſons, ( _ | 

| C 


on the watts action of Tels Gbrift. gs 
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not a few of that fame opinion, tho neither LH: 
0 


of Tritheiſm againſt Dr, Sherlock) 2 yet there ars 
ſenters,” nor the Church eyer, ſpew'd out at 

this Pagan Tritbeiſm ; but the 7ormer haye caurte 

the men of three infinite minds, at the ſame timeP: 23: 


that they were violent againſt an Unitarian... So 
that Pagan Tritheiſm- is not ſo 2 thing a- 
mong them, who live and thriye either upon the 
indulgence, ot the zfabliſhment, even in the judg- 
ment of more wary Trinitarians themſelves. Aud 
tho Dr. Sherlock thought they made nenſen/e of 
their creed, who did not. hold he three inſnniie 
minds ;, ſo that either they muſt be as much Pa- 
gans as he, or not Trinitarians; yet I ſhall not 
now examine that, 5 defire that Socinians alone 
may not be blam'd for charging; the . 
ſome with Paganiſm, and that it may not be taken 
worſe at their hands than at others, 
This will lead me naturally to inquire. next, 
what force there is in your reproach of the Uni- 
tarians with their differences among themſelves, 
and what reaſon you have to boaſt. of the ſweet, 
harmony of the Trinitarians. I know not one 
ſect of Chriſtians who have not ſome differences 
among themſelves, The Unitarians are ſome. 
of them more inclin'd to Arianim, and ſome 
to. Socinianiſm, in their judgment concerning 
Feſus Chriſt ; yet that hinders not their mak 
ing, the ſame account of his preſent dignity, 
whatever beginning they attribute to him. All 
of them agree as unanimouſly in. the negative, 
what he is not, as Lutherans and Calviniſis agree 
againſt Popery : and tho the have ſpoken, I think 
confuſedly, about Chriſt's divine worſhip ; yet I 
am ſatisfy'd, Socinus himſelf, who was zealous. 
for it, did not mean, that /#preme worſhip was 
to be paid to Chriſt as a diſtinct perſon from 
the Father in him. See Vindication of the worſhip Vol. 1. 
of Chriſt on Unitarian principles. But are not the Trac 3- 
2 Trini- 
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Trinitarians in 4 much worſe caſe here? for ſure - 
ly a more notorious untruth never dropt from 
your pen, than what you conclude with, That 
| there are no doftrines, in whith all Chriſtian churches 
are ſo much united, as in the Trinity, incarnation 
and ſatisfaction of Chriſt, I am aſtoniſh'd at ſuch 
confidence! Are not all Chriſtians as much agreed 
in the doctrine of Chriſt's crucifixion, reſurreFion, 
and aſcenſion, in the doctrine of his coming to 
judge the world, and that of eternal life, as 
they are in the Trinity and incarnation ? From 
the time men pretended to ſettle their creeds in 
theſe points; I ſay, from henceforth they had no- 
thing but wars, and to this day the Eaſt remain 
divided from the Vt on the point of the perſonal 
union. And the Neftorians (who are granted to 
be of the ſame mipd with the Socinians or Photi- 
nians, by many Trinitarians; ſee the Examination 
of the Biſhop of Sarum's expoſition of the 24 article) 
are ſaid ro be more numerous than all the pro- 
teſtant churches, The Greek remains divided 
from the Weſtern church upon the point of the 
third perſon's proceed ing Ran Father and Son: 
and they are anathematiz'd in the Abanaſian creed, 
in as much as they deny the Holy Spirit to pro- 
ceed from the Son at all, by any eternal proceſſion. 
See Smith*s ſtate of the Greek church; and Seller's 

remarks on Athanaſius, 2 ot 
Among them of our wo Britiſh e/#ab/i/o*d 
churches, how many ſorts of Trinities have been 
obſerv*d ? Let's ſee in one of them what ſweet 
harmony there is between Dr. South's, and Dr. 
Sherlock's Trinity. There are numerous followers 
of both ſchemes, and they own one ancther fot 
Chriſtians, ſo far forth, as little as any foreign 
Socinians will own ſome Engliſh Unitarians. Is 
this your agreement, which you adore God's pro- 
vidence for, when there is no agreement, whether 
TR Ys Soo 
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ir be one God, ar three? or whether the three 
etſons be three infinite minds (i. e. Gods) or three 
modes ? Each ſide has own'd the Unitarians to be 
more in the right than the other: One fide ſays 
the three modes is nonſenſe as well as hereſy ; ; "the 
other ſide accounts them Pagan Tritheiſts: ſee 
Preface 10 Life of Valent. Gentilis. So that if 
one go to one church, he'll join with a non/erfical 
heretic, lays one 3 if to another, he joins with 
a Pagan Tri:heiſt, ſays the other. Tis not words 
and terms, bur ſenſe and conception that is a 
man's faith: ſo that unleſs there be the ſame mean- 
ing, as well as the ſame terms, there is not the 
fame faith, tho they all profeſs a Trinity of words. 
Different explications make ſo many different 
creeds ) and if the Trinity be reveal'd in Scrip- 
ture ſo plainly, then I pray tell us which Trinity 
is ſo: for *tis ſo plain, it ſeems, that one party 
ſays tis not the Tritheiſts Trinity of three minds: 
and the other ſays, *tis not their Trinity of three 
modes, that the Scripture reveals: and the Uni- 
| tarians are fo complaifant as to take both their 
words; and yet each fide is angry that they will 
not come over to their party. If it be a funda- 
ments! point, then one party errs fungamentally, 
ſince they are ſo contrary to each other in their 
ſenſe, which you own is the faith: ſo that there is 
no eſcaping hereſy at this rate. Firſt, try to con- 
vert your bretbren in terms, and then the Unita- 
rians will not be diſtracted in their choice what 
ſide to take. And in ſuch a woful diſtra ted caſt 
{where no public decifioa could be-gain'd, tho 
ſome have cry'd out for help till almoſt boarſe) 
were you over- wiſe to ſet up ſuch a vain boaſt of 
your unity about the Trinity ? If this be the ar- 
ticle in which Chriſtians great unity is to be 
boaſted of, and the world call'd to zehald and ſte 
Vor. 11. e N their 
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their bleſſed harmony herein, you did ill to tell 
it: but I know tis otherwiſe, _ . 
Then comes the catholic church in all ages for 


your opinion: This carries a brave ſound with it, 
and all fides adorn their diſcourſes with this 
flouriſh. It ſerves Papiſts and Proteſtants, Greeks 


and Latins, Dr. South and Dr. Sherlock, and none 
more juſtly than the deniers of the Son's eternal 


perſonality, and his equality to the Father, if you'll 


credit even their violent adverſary Mr. Jurieu, (as 
far as concerns the moſt primitive church-writers, 


or Ante-Nicenes) who fully demonſtrates, that they 


expreſly deny d thoſe two great points, till after- 
ages mended their faith. This great and com- 
mon boaſt of the catholic church, tempts one to 
put the queſtion, once aſk*d our Saviour, con- 
cerning the woman that had ſeven huſbands, 
Whoſe ſhall ſhe be, for they all bad her? The ca- 
tholic church in all ages never agreed in any thing, 
if this be the chief inſtance of their agreement: I 
am ſure they never agreed ſince theſe controver- 
fies begun, tho violence and art have not been 
wanting to make *em unite, But here is the 


craft on't; men mean that thoſe of their 9:7 


opinion ouly are catholics, and then all catholics 
be ſure are of heir opinion : they have as narrow 
a notion of catholic church as the Papiſts have. 


All the great Arian councils, and Arian writers, 
and numerous Neſtorian churches, and the age 
When the whole Chriſtian world was Arian, &c. 


muſt be thrown by as none of the. catholic church; 
and then be ſure the catholic church (viz. of the 


Auubanaſſans) is againſt the Unitarians : as tho any 
Party cannot make the like fport with their catho- 


lic church ; for I find it is a very uncertain thing, 


and that every ſide has their ſeveral _— church, 


when it comes to be examined, And how can it 
be otherwiſe? fince I have ſeen with my own eyes 
| (faith 
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(faith the admirable Chi/lingworth) councils againſt 
councils, ſome Fajhers againſt others, nay againſt 
themſelves, the Church and conſent of one age a. 
gainſt the Church of anather. Juſt as if the vo- 
caries of epiſcopacy and preſbytery ſhould boaſt, 
the one, that the church of Great-Britain is epi- 
ſcopal, the other, that it is preſoyterian; when 
the truth is, it is partly one, partly rother;z one 
of the two ſemi· national Churches being of one 
ſort, the other of the other ſort, I am enough 
catholic if I agree but with Chriſt and his A. 
paſftles; they were ortbodox, but warn'd us of a 
general apoſtacy, and Antichriſtian degeneracy 
coming in apace, and like to laſt long. Which 
ſide are of that apoſtacy, and which are Catbolics, 
is to be try'd by the Scripture, rationally and 
conſiſtently to be underſtood, Hergſies muſt be, 
and it is not meant, that it ſhould be only a- 
mong the feweſt or undermeſt, as the people are 
made to believe. | | | 

In ſhort, a man may venture to talk big of 
the catholic univerſal Church's conſent, bur 
then it ſhould be only in the pulpit, (which is 
the ſafeſt place I know of to ſpeak in, where 
none may contradict him; ) but you are too bold 
to venture it from the preſs at this time a-day, 
when the ſtate of the Chriſtian world is too 
well underſtood for men to be cheated with pre- 
tences to the catholic Church of all ages on any 
A 

You inſinuate, that the Unitarians ſhould not 
be tolerated, and cry out, Yet there is no proſecu- 
tion; when at the ſame time you know of an 
inſtance of ſeverity towards him, whom you pre- 
tend to be their preacher, tho with many falſe 


circumſtances, You ſay, he was ſpe d out even 


by the Preſbyterians ; as if he were the worle Uni- 


tarian for what he has ſuffer'd for his principle, 
= | vix. 
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viz. for denying that God Almighty had ever a Fa. 

ther, or was any one's Son; or as if it was ſuch a 
wonder to be ſpew'd out by the Pre/byterians, 

Don't you think they have as weak a ſtomach 

as others, and that they have as ſpewing principles 

in their catechiſm, of tolerating no falſe religion? 
Would you like your jure-divino epiſcopacy ever 

the worſe, if any had been ſo unmannerly as 

to tell you, that it had been ſpew'd out, 

even by the Preſbyterians, in a country you have 
heard of? 9 55 
Lou fay the Arian perſecutions witneſs, that 

the Unitarians would perſecute, when in their 
power. I fee you can prove the Unitarians are no 
upſtart ſeft when you pleaſe, ſince you charge 

them with crimes done 1300 years ago. I own 

the Arians were guilty of unchriſtian practices of 

this kind, even tho hiſtory ſhould be thought to 

have aggravated matters. But muſt none be 7o- 
erated, whoſe opinions have been receiv*d by 

ſome perſecutors? What will you then ſay for 

your party? Beſides, who was it taught the Ai- 

ans to perſecute? Whatever Athanaſius pretends, 

it is certain, the firs ſeverity ufed by Chriſtians a- 

% gainſt one another was in the baniſbing Arius and 
wt bis followers, ſays Bp. Burnet in his preface to 
| Lattan. Lives of perſecut. Twas by an edict 
| made capital, ſo much as to keep an Arian book; 
than which I know not of a more - cruel edict by 


| | Lewis XIV. I know no Unitarian however but 
. abhors that unchriſtian retaliation; for I truly 
J 2 YC think no better of a Chriſtian per/ecutcr than I do 


) of a chriſtian thief, or chriſtian murderer. 

| Ic is the inviolable unalienable right of a rea- 
ſonable Being to worſhip and profeſs, according 

to his conſcience, ſo long as nothing is done to 

| the injury of the commonwealth in its proper con- 
N cernments. Have not the Unitarians a God and 
| . 
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a conſcience, and an awful eternity to be con- 
cern'd for? Would you have them abandon all 
public worſhip of God, or join in "what they 
judge corrupt? Shall they thruſt in upon thoſe, 
who reject em (like you) as no Chriſtians, and 
ſolemnly pronounce them everlaſtingiy damn d: 
Muſt they be thruſt out of the churches, and 
yet not admitted to aſſemble themſelves? Or 
ſhall they be provoked, and arraigned of monſtrous 
zergſies, and yet not have liberty to defend them- 
ſelves? Is any thing more mean and pitiful than 
for a man to write againſt them with that licen- 
tious ſtrain that you have done, and then to ex- 
claim againſt ſuffering their books to appear in 
their own defence, as if. you were conſcious of 
your very great need of ſuch a refuge ? 2 
[ am ſorry the nakedneſs of Chriſtians ſhould 
be thus expos*d : but as it is not poſſible ta be hid, 
ſoif one ſide will run down the other, and allow 
them no quarter, but defame, and perſecute, and 


damn, it muſt be expected they will retort ar- 


guments in their own defence. I wiſh indeed 
more healing methods were taken, than by en- 
larging creeds, and contracting charity; but I 
ſhall never expe& good from any who have not 


an high eſteem for thoſe. two cardinal virtues, 


fincerity and moderation. 
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Luke 6. 22. Bleſſed are ye when men Gall Bale 
you, and when they ſball ſeparate you from their 


company, and ſhall reproach you, and caſt out your 


name as evil, for the Son of man's ſake. Reoice 


in that day, for behold your reward is great in 


beaven, for in like manner did their Fathers unto 
the Prophets, | 
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Hlaving found among the Author's papers a Letter 
from bim to à friend, wherein his judgment in 
relation io the point Sf redemption by Chriſt's 
death is very clearly and fully expreſt ; it was 
thought not improper to ſubjein it bere, | 


ST R, | 


Receiv'd yours. As to your queſtion, p, what 
account our redemption and pardon are aſcribed 
to Cbriſt's death? and how this may be ſaid to be 
the price of them? I think you may gather my 
ſente of the matter from the Tract concerning 
the ſatisfaction. But however, to expreſs it as 
clearly as I can, I add, That the terms price and 
purchaſe, and the like, are but metaphorical 
to ſignify that Chnit's death and blood were the 
coſtly means uſed in order to our obtaining par- 
don of God, without any ſtrictly meritorious 
purchaſing it from God by an exact equivalent 
price, But yet we are ſaved and ranſomed and 

pardoned by his blood, as that was the higheſt 
inſtance of conſummate obedience even to the death 
ef the croſs. Phil. 2. 8. with which the holy God 
was ſo pleaſed, that he exalted him to his right 

| hand, and conſtituted him the only advocate, 
thro? whoſe mediation he would grant pardon and 
other favours to repenting finners. His pa:don 
is free in reſpect of any ſtrict merit; therefore *ns 
for bis cwn ſake, Iſa. 43. 25. but in reſpect of 
the mediation interpoſed, *tis for Chriſi*s ſake alſo. 
So that pardon is immediately obtained by Chriſt's 
8 W 
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On the Satisfaction of Jaſus Chriſti. tog 
interceſſion, which is, on that account, preferred 
to his dying, Rom. 8. 34. But then his interceſ- 
ſion owes its prevalence to his obedience and 
death; 'tis for the ſake of this that God loves 
his Son and hears him always, and has given him 
ſtanding power to grant remiſſion of ſins, As 5. 
$1. So that *tis his obedience (fo full of excel- 
lency, worth, and merit in ſome ſenſe) which is 
the ground of all we gain by his interceſſion. And 
herein it appears, that the righteous Lord loves 
righteouſneſs, by putting ſuch a mark of honour 
upon the moſt holy and faithful Jeſus, above all 
his brethren, as that their ſalvation ſhall be by 
his tranſaction z; God will be merciful to men, but 
they ſhall ſtand at ſome diſtance for their impu- 
rities; he only, in whom was no fin, ſhall be 
held worthy of immediate approaches, under 
whom the reſt, who become meet by repentance, 
ſhall ſeek relief. In ſhort, *tis his interceſſion that 
obtains our pardon, and it is hs obedrence, his 
piety and virtue (ſhewed in his death eſpecially) 
that has recommended him to God as a beloved 
acceptable advocate. But they are more bold 
than wiſe, who dare ſay, men muſt have periſn'd 
if Chriſt had not died, as if they were ſure God 
could not have taken any other way to ſhew 


mercy. The Scripture ſays not fo, nor any but 
very raſh 'men. A5 to Dr. Outram's vicariram © 
Tot eadaeFro loco, it is certainly true, that he 
who dies, any way, for this end to ſave another 
from dying, does die in his ſtead *. Chriſt did 
this, he died and endured with this deſign, that 
we might be brought to repentance, and be ſaved 

| | GY: 25 from 


* He aol dies with an intention to do that benefit to aro- 
ther, as to ſave him from death, dath certainly to all intents and 
turpo/es die in his place and ſtead. Tillot Serm 47. 5. 58 
Fol. edit. | | 
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from wrath to come, tho not from temporal 
death. The words ſacrificium and victima are 
applicable to any ſervice offered to God, Rom. 
12. 1. eſpecially where life itſelf is expended in 
the ſervice. But then ſay you, Why does St. 
Paul imply, that it might not be ſaid of any other 
Saint, that he was crucified for us? 1 Cor. 1. 13. 


I anſwer, That none could, none by ſuffering be 


our propitiation as Chriſt was, becauſe none but he 
was a lamb without ſpot ; none but he was fitted 
to obtain the hononr of being exalted ta, God's 
right hand, as mediator ; all beſides were ſinners, 
had the ſcars of ſin on them, and deſerved death 
for their own faults; his death was pure obe- 
dience, and he alone was appointed, as molt 
worthy and excellent, to be partaker of that ho- 
nour and office, Him had the Father ſealed, and 
ct or thy is the lamb that was ſlain, &c. and in him 
it pleaſed the Father that all fulneſs ſhould dwell, 
Col. 1. 19. And yet I obſerve, that tho St, Paw 
denies he was cruciſied for the Corinthians (that is, 
as Chriſt was, or for the fame ends) yet he ſays, 
he did /affer tor the church, Col. 1. 24. *Tis the 
ſame word (inp, or for you) in both texts. 

I no where find in the Scripture, that God in- 
tended to ſhew his hatred to ſin or ſinners, or his 
ſeverity and vengeance, by Chriſt's dying; but 
only_his great love and mercy to us: and yet by 
of we my ial fis dipleaſure at ſin, 
in that he will not pardon it but by the interpo- 
ſing of one, who by great trials and acceptable 
obedience to perfection has recommended him- 
ſelf to his ſpecial favour. I take it, that the com- 
mon miſtake is grounded on this, that men 
judge, it was the very pain and ſmart, and tor- 
menting miſery of death, that did it felf oblige 
God, as by a cruel puniſhment, which the text 
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no where warrants, nor ſeems it to agree with 
divine goodneſs at all; no, it was the obedience 
and virtue exerciſed under it, when it befel him 
in his Father's buſineſs, which was ſo grateful to 
God, and for which he has this diſtinguiſhing 
honour, that all favours ſhall paſs thro* him to 
the reſt of his brethren ; ſo that what he has done 
was not by bearing, God's vengeance, but by me- 
riting his love and approbation. Our reliance on 
Chriſt is a perſuaſion of his being an acceptable 
advocate with God, by reaſon of his holy obedi- 
ence to death, and a confidence in him, that we 
ſhall obtain the benefits of his interceſſion, and 
power to ſave us, if we walk in upright obedience 
to his goſpel, 
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That TEXT, 1 Jonn v. 7 There 
are Three that bear record in Kae, &c. 


Containing an account of Dr. MilÞs evi- 
dences from antiquity for and againſt its 
being genuine, With an Examination of 
his judgment thereupon, 


H u mbly addreſs'd to both Houſes of C onvocation 


With a Poſtſcript in anſwer to the excuſes offer'd to 
take off the force of this A. 
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1 xxiii. 28. He that hath my word, let him ſpeak my nod 
. 2 what i is the clog” 10 the ab hear ? — 455 Lord. * 
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The Introduction. 
i H A 1 1 51 | 
27 be evidence produced ageing the authority LE: this 


Text. © 
I. Thatit is = * tba alien Gree 
nuſcripts. 
II. That it if making in thi tient = 
III. * it is not cited by the primitive Fathers, 


C HAP. 1% 


The * aw in the text. 
pa rf i the Arians:had 


I. Not from any 

raſed this tent. Nor from the etended pre- 
Face of Jerom 10 the e Ales, 

bp From Greek writers or manuſcrips copies, 
from verfrons, Te from the — Fathers 


Tertullian and Cyprian. 
GK 
The inſufficiency ef | the; arguments eln in Kab 


Port of the text. 

I. As ro the pretended. Greek abi? ; the 
Britiſh copy, thoſe 'of che.Complutenſian edi- 
tion, and Robert Stephens's. 


II. A. ta the re Cypria 
and Victor Vitenſis. n 1 


III. 4s to the anſwers given 10 ne ejeffions 
againſt the text. 


— CH AP. IV. 
The _ to bath houſes of convocation. 
PosTSCRIPT. 


An anfiver to ſome excuſes fer d to take of the 
the Wen of this adareſs. 
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T5 INTRODUCTION; 


T is « poſſible the 1 * of: many 
learned critics, who, with great 

and accuracy, have ſifted and ſcann = 
claſſic authors, ſome. of em of no great moment, 
may be eſteem' d by others only as the ingeniqus 
diverſions of a dextrous and ſagacious mind: 
ſince, when they have preſented their authors 
a- new with their emendations and corrections, in 
reſtoring their old, or giving | them new beau- 
ties, it 3 pe of ſo little uſe or conſequence to 


the world, that it is well if their painful ſtudies 


«ſcape the cenſure. of being * Jaborigus los of 


time. 

But when lamed and judicious, men do, with 
ſeriouſneſs and humble reverence, apply their 
_ Induſtry and ſagacity to examine the far more 
important writings that are to guide us in the 


way of ſalvation; when they ſhall diſcover. the 


interpolations and additions, the errors or de- 
fects, which theſe, as well 28. other «Writings, 


by. * a. may in * d long a track, of 
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An Inquiry into the 
time have been liable to; when, by diligent 
comparing antient manuſcripts. and verſions, and 
the frequent citations of the text in the primitive 
Chriſtian writers, they become able to inform us 
certainly what is original and genuine, and what 
not, in any part of the Bible, more eſpecially 
where ſome matter of great moment is concern'd, 
their learned induſtry is then ſure to be well 
employ*d, and will be recompenſed 1 not only with 
the applauſes of the curious, but the thanks, and 
which is more, the real edification and ſatisfaction 
of the ſerious inquirers after truth; who greatly 
deſire to know what God would have *em believe 
and do, to have, the chaff ſeparated from the 
wheat, and the rc #Joao yaa, the ſincere unadulte- 
rated milk of the Wore; boy their ne growth. 


The peculiar -veneration doe to the ſacryd 
writings requires us to keep that precious de- 
Poſitum as pure as poſſible, and free from all hu- 
man ſpurious additions. Why then ſhould the 
learned critics exhauſt all their learning, read- 
ing, and diſcerning ſkill, upon the trifles of a 
witty or wanton poet, or a fabulous and remote 
hiftorian, and wholly acgle& to make as ſevere 
an inquiry into the holy Scriptures,” in which are 
the words of eternal life, in order to diſcover 
what is the genuine text among the various 
readings of different copies, that we may build 
our fatth upon it with the greateſt certainty we 
can attain to? 

I know a late ingenious author of the di- 
culties and diſcouragements, which attend the ſtudy 
of the Seriptures, has pointed at the worldly diſ- 

, couragements, which, he judges, have tempted 
our cautious critics to turn their ſtudies another 
way. I 'wiſh him ſucceſs in his addreſs to 
have theſe hindrances remov'd, that it may be 
| | x 
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as ſafe,” where it is more important, to do juſtice 
to the writings of the Apoſtles, as of any other 
Author. "of FC a 3 : 

The very learned and judicious Dr. Mill has 
done much for one man, in his celebrated labours 
on the New Teſtament; which, whatever may 
be wanting, will long ſtand as a laſting monu- 
ment of his praiſe-worthy zeal and well. employ- 
ed abilities. A ſpecimen of what he has done 
upon one ſingle verſe I am now to produce: And 
if upon a full and impartial conſideration it ſhall 
appear to your unbials'd judgments, that there 
is abundant evidence ' of a ſpurious addition ; a 
may I not juſtly hope that the rulers and guides ] 
of the church, who can better judge of ſuch evi- 
dences than 'the unlearned can, will yield their 
conſcientious compliance, and not render ſuch 
commendable inquiries fruitleſs by 'refuſing 'to 
receive the truth, and to rectify our books, 
when the true reading is found? Elſe to what pur- 
poſe do men inquire how it was in the beginning, 
if we reſolve not to return to it ? or to ſearch 
after the right, if we will ſtill adhere to what 
is Were and will rather maintain cuſtom than 
truth: 1 n 

This is what I ſhall haye ſome right to inſiſt 
upon, and for the ſake of truth to preſs upon 
your Lordſnhips and the Clergy; when I ſhall have 

made it appear, from his Diſſertation on 1 7obn 
5. 7. that the Doctor himſelt has overthrown the 
_ credit of that text by the evidence he has given 
that it is not original and genuine, tho he has not 
_ acknowledg*d himſelf overcome by it. 


In order to manifeſt this, I ſhall, 5 a | 
1. In the rf place (for the ſake of others, «1 
who need more information) lay down the ſum [ 
of that evidence, which the Doctor has produced 

E OL, II. | | H : D 10, | 


- An Inquiry into the 
to ſhew. that theſe words in the ſeventh yore, 
There are three that bear record in beaven, "the 
Father, the Word, and the Spirit ; and theſe "three 

are one: Or. rethar theſe words in the ſeyenth 
verſe, In beaven, the Father, „ the Word, and the 
Spirit; and theſe three are one: And t ver. 8.) 
there are three that bear witneſs in earth, were 
not in the original text, but have been added in 


later times without juſt authority. 
2. I ſhall put down what he had to offer on the 


other ſide 57 eſtabliſhing the authority of theſe 
words, and upon which he has determin'd urfa- 


vour of their being original and genuine. 
3. I ſhall ſhew the weakneſs of thoſe arguments 


by which he endeavours to fupport the authority 
of this text: that ſo it may be judg*d whether he 


had jaſt-reaſon to make uch adetermination, or 
we to ane by | "0 


CHAP. 1. 


The N + fried againſt the authority of 
be text. 1. That it is wanting in all thean- 
tien. Greek manuſcripts. 2. That Wis 

wanting in the antient verſions. 4. Thatit 


is not cited by any ef the primitive 5 athers. 


* 


I Shall lay down the evilences produced nt 
the authority of this text, as not having been 
originally in St: Fabu's epiſtle. Only let me fr 
obſerve, that the text itſelf, and context, have no 
internal evidence, to perſuade us that the words 
are genuine: for as theſe words themſclves are 
not to be match*d with any in the whole Bible, 
ſo the context is complete without em, and ra- 
ther more ſmooth and eaſy... The three following 
| vitneſſes Wham been end diſtin oben. 1 


-. 


a 


F 


'2 


Authority of T Joan: * 7. 


it was very natural to ſum em up in one conclu- 


ſion; Mere are three that bear witneſs, the Spirit, 


1 


the Water, and the Blood. But the other three” 


witneſſes had not been mention'd, to give any oc- 


cation for the like to be faid of chem. 


Nor was it likely the Spirit ſhould be produc'd- 


as another witneſs on earth, if it had been num- 
bred before among the witneſſes in 'beaven, The 
Spirit was no more an inhabitant of the earth, 


than the Father and Word were; who alſo opera- | 


ted and and gave their teſtimony, not in heaven, 


but on earth. Nay, the Word incarnate was 


more properly an inhabitant of the earth than 
the Spirit, and yet is not reckoned among the 


witneſſes on earth. Is it likely the Spirit ſhould 


be made twice a witneſs in the matter, and 
ſo give two teſtimonies for one of the Father 


and Word? 
But ſince the Doctor's inquiry was only af- 


ter external evidence from authorities and tefti- . 


© monies, it thall be my Preſent bulineſs to examine 


them. 


done juſtice; ſo that very little more can be fal 
in the caſe. It is a ſubject which had been long 
and often examin*d with niceneſs from the 


beginning of the reformation, and very much 


illuſtrated by the great ſagacity of the late learned 
and laborious critic, Father Simon, in his critical 


Biſtory of the New Teftament, chap. 18. Dr. Mills 


\ . buſifieſs was not ſo much to ſearch for evidences, . 


as to colleèt, with no ſmall pains, what had 


And hte it muſt” be own“ d. that Dr. Mil hay 


been offer*d; and to preſent i it in one views _ 


in good order. 


Theſe evidences are taken, (1.) Fro antient 
Greek manuſcript copies. (2.) The antient Ver- 


fons, (g.) The writings of the antient Chriſtian 


Larbers. And indeed Iwhicher © ſHould we g⁰ to 


Fo H 2 | learn 
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learn what was in the Apoſtles writings, but to 


Szer. I. 


Greek 
Manu- 


feripts. 


the oldeſt -copies of thoſe writings, (which are 


loſt or conſum*d themſelves) and the oldeſt ver. 
ſions made from them, and to the old Chriſtian 


writers who have quoted and tranſcrib'd very. 
much of them into their own books? 


Let us hear how many antient manuſcript 
Greek copies are without this text. The Doc- 
tor tells us, in his notes on the words, That 
tis certain all theſe words, in heaven, the Fa- 


tber, Word, and holy Spirit, and theſe Three are 


One; and there are Three that bear witneſs in 
earth, are wanting in moſt 9 87 Then he enu- 
merates them particularly, in his diſſeriation upon 
this fubje ; beginning with our famous Alex- 


Proleg. andrian copy, which he elſewhere calls ingens the- 


5. 143, 
744. 


F. 108. 


fie. Hin. WEEN | | f 
cb. 19. ſome ot. theſe be of | later date) alſo e at Baſil, 


ſaurus orientalis, and the moſt precious treaſure the 


Chriſtian world ever ſaw for theſe twelve hundred 


years, and by far the moſt antient copy in the world, 


which moſt exatily expreſſes the original. 


Next comes the famous Vatican copy, which 
he extols much after the ſame manner, as of very 
zreat credit, and above twelve hundred years 
old; by which, according to Pope Leo's order, 
the Cemplutenſian edition was to be made. *Tis 
enough to ſhake the credit of this text with all 


impartial men, that tis wanting in theſe Zo, 
the moſt valuable and antient copies we know of 


in the world. Yer beſides this, the Doctor gives 


a long roll of the other very valuable manuſgipt _ 


Greek Copies, in the moſt famous libraries of the 
learned, and of our two univerſities, and of the 
French king, (where Father Simon made a dili- 
gent ſearch, and ſays, he found not one that had 
theſe words, of all the ſeven which he view'd, 

nor of the five manuſcripts. of Mr; Colbert, tho 


ane , 
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one at Venice, and many more. All theſe want 
this Text, tho in ſome of the later Manuſcripts 
there are in the margin ſhort notes, by way of 
gloſs or comment, over againſt be ſpirit, the wa- 
ter,” and the blood; applying tbeſe to the Father, 
Ward, and Spirit, according to an antient myſtical 
-interpretation, of which hereafter. And from the 
margin Father Simon judges theſe words did after- 
wards ſlide into the text, which are in our e- 
venth verſe. Which is a very natural and eaſy 
account, and the only way by which Dr. Mill 
himſelf accounts for ſo many other interpolations, 
in his notes and his Prolegomena. 


And whereas Dr. Mill once thought Robert 


Stephens had found the words in eight manu- 
ſcripts, (becauſe out of fifteen copies which he 
had, he mentions but ſeven as wanting this verſe ; 
whence the Doctor ſlipt into the common mitl- 
take, and took it for granted that the other eight 
had it) he found upon examination that thoſe 
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eight copies of Stephens had not St. Jobn's epi- prolee 
ſtle in them; ſo that all, which had the epiſtle; 5. 115. 


wanted 25s verſe, 1 

To theſe of Dr. Mill, the learned Dr. Kufter 
adds one authority more from the Codex Seide- 
lianus, brought out of Greece, and about 700 


years old *. So that I think I may fay, in one 


word, all the Greek manuſcripts, which are 
found, do agree in rejecting the text under 
conſideration. | 


* He conſiders the antient der ions of the New Seer, II. 
Theſe were made for the uſe of tn 
ſuch people, as in early times were converted to 


'the Chriſtian religion, but did not underſtand the 
Greek language, in which the New Teſtament 
$43 | was 


s his edition of Dr. Mill. Teſt. Roterdam 1710. which 


s, what I makeuſeof. T. E. 


* 
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2 2 20 8 for their benefit it was tranſlated 
into their own language. The moſt antient of 
theſe verſions were the Syriac, Coptic,  Ethiopic, 
Arabir, Latin; all which, with the Ruſpan, 
have not the.text: ſo that when theſe verſions 
were made, there was no fuch paſſage i in the G Greek 


copies or original, from whence they were made. 
Ot the Latiu verſion the Doctor ſays *, Ts certain 
his verſe was wanting in all the maſt antient Latin 


copies, except ſome in Africa, in Tertullian's and 
 Cyprian's time, &c. Which exception is a mere 
ſuppoſition grounded on his miſtake (as I ſhall 
ſhew) that Tertullian, and eſpecially Cyprian, had 
cCited theſe words in their books. | 
P. 141. The antient Italic verſion, he ſays, was made 
near to the Apoſiles time, from the beſt Spies. a - 
P. 152. the Coplic, that it was from one of the beſt : and 
F. 128. earligſi. Of the Syriac, that the learned, agree 
| it was made in the very next age to the Apoſtles. 
Bp. Bur- He tells us moreover, that even the Latin ma- 
_ "amd nuſcripts at Bazil, Zurich, Strasburgb, (800 or 
towards 900 years old) and two others, Duo Donatianici, 
the end want theſe lg i : That the words however are 
inſerted in the bottom of the page in ane by a- 
nother hand; and in the margin of anather by 
the ſame hand. 
Father Simonobſerves, that in theſe later, co- 
Pies of St. Jerem's. bible, where theſe marginal 
notes are found, the order of the words, and 
the 7hree witneſſes are various and diverſe; which 
he takes to be a good proof that they were not 
in the fi} copies; who adds alſo one very od 
Crit. Hiſt. French verſion of a thouſand years, which has not 
ib. the words. 
I need but mention This firſt editions. of the 
. ew Teſtament, corrected by the. manuſcript 
| "copies 


£ * Certum eſt hunc ye * abfuilte e 8 vetuſtiſſmmis Codi- 
cib.s Latinis omnibus, præter Africanos quoſdam, Sc. p. 140. 
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copies, about the beginning of the reformation; 
viz, by Eraſmus, Aldus, C neut, Prin ted in di- 


5 +, 
— * 
- 


vers places, which he owns had not this verſe; 


nor the verſions of ' Luther ; becauſe” theſe are. of 
no authority beyond the manuſcript. Copies, > by 
which they Intake be directed: which, it 1 : 

did then want 45s verſe, otherwiſe h 
not have left it out, in prejudice to a $1 
opinion of the church, and .in contradition to 
the vulgar verfions at char time. 8 


* 2 


He examines the writings of the primitive Ss II. 
Chriſtians or Fathers : foraſmuch as theſe 124 Primitive 


Fathers. 


frequently cite the ſacred writings on all occafio 
and had ſuch frequent and great occaſions to 
ſpeak of the Trinity, and of the Holy Spirit; it 
may well be concluded, fuch a text, of fingular 
importance, and ſo exceeding perrinent to their 
deſign, and where there is no other text to ſup- 
ply the want of it fully or directly in the whole 
New Teſtament, could not be forgotten by 
all of them, and at all times, if it had been 
known by them. And here, 


* 


I/, He makes inquity among the Greek Fa- | 


thers, to ſee if he can hear of his text among 
them, who were moſt likely to have ſeen the 
authentic originals of the Apoſtles, and needed 
not a verſion into another language. Of theſe 
he gives this melancholy account; Neminem 
unum, &c. That not one Greek writer from the 
beginning of Chriſtianity to St. Jerom*s time (about 
400 years) has ever cited this verſe. And adds, 
Zis certain it has been wanting in the Greek copies 
very near from the Apoſtle's writing this epiſtle. 
And therefore wonders at the author of the pre- 
face to the canonical epiſtles, in the Latin. bibles, 
which paſſes under the name of St Ferom, for 


iſſert. 


Pp. 53, 
584. 1 


— 


ſaying this verſe was in all the Greet copies: 


H 4 PE whereas, 


* 
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whereas, ſays the Doctor“, ot one of the antients 
bad ever heard a word of it. For which, and 
other reaſons, he juſtly concludes, as do other 
critics, that that preface is not St. Jerom's, 

Not content with theſe generals, he runs over 
the particular moſt eminent Greek Fathers, and 
t ꝛ0ſe who were moſt likely to have produc'd this 
text, if they had known | of it, who yet never 
mention it. 

1. Not Ireneus, |. 3. C. 18. who to prove the 
de.ty of Chriſt cites this firſt epiſtle of Jobn 
(more than once) nay, he cites this i chapter, 
and yet ſays nothing of this verſe which had been 
ſo appoſite to his deſign. 

2. Not Clemens Alexandrinus. | 

3. Not Dionyſus Alex. or the epifle, under 
his name, to Paul of Samoſata, almoſt wholly 
about the Trinity, and the Deity of Chriſt ; in 


which the eighth verſe is cited, and the three o- 


Theodor. 
3 2. c. 


ther witneſſes, the Spirit, the walter, and the 
blood, but not the words in diſpute. 3 

4. Not Athanaſius himſelf, who had his wits 
about him, and as much at work in theſe mat- 
ters as any man; in whoſe genuine works (more 
to be regarded ſurely than the ſpurious books 
falſly attributed to him for the other fide) even 


thoſe in which he labours to prove the Trinity, 


and Deity of Chriſt and the Holy Spirit, by all 
the texts he could think proper, we find no men- 
tion of th great text, as he muſt have deemed 
it. So that the Doctor ag again confeſſes, he knows 
pot of one Greek: Father before the time of the 
Nicene Council, who ever cited it. 

- 5, Not the Fathers of the council of Sardica in 
ther ſynodical epiſtle ; in which, for proof of a 


58 rinity of * in one eſſence, they, alledge 
5 Jus 


v De quo nemo veterum quid quam inaudiverat. 


Authority of 1 Johx 5. 7. 
John 10. 30. but not theſe- words, The Father, 


the Ward, and the Spirit ; and theſe three are 


one; which had been much more fit to their pur- 


poſe. They needed not twice have cited, My 


Tatber and I are one, which yet did not include the 


Spirit at all: the once urging this paſſage, The/? 


Three are One, would have been more for their pur- 


poſe than a hundred repetitions of that other text. 

Certainly all thoſe Fathers, who came from fo 
many ſeveral quarters out of Ma, Africa, and 
Europe, as the preamble of the epiſtle ſhews, 
could not be ignorant of this text which they fo 
much wanted, if there had been any. knowledge 


of it in any part of the Chriſtian world. 
6. Not Epiphanius, who among the many 

texts, alledged againſt the Arians and Pneumg- 
zomachi quite omits this. V 


7. Not Baſil, in his book of the Holy Ghoſt, 
whom he had a mind to join with the Father 


and Son in the doxology, but was kept in awe 


by ſuch as watched his words. | 
8. Not Alexander, Biſhop of Alexandria, a- 


mong the many texts for the unity of the Father 


and Son, in his epiſtle. Theodor. I. 1. c. 4, 
9. Not Nyſſen, in his thirteen books againſt 
Eunomius, of the Trinity, and deity of the Holy 


Spirit. 


« 


10. Not Nazianzen, in his oration againſt the 
Arians, or in his fifth oration de Theologta ; where, 
to prove the Spirit to be God, he alledges the 
next words, but not theſe. 5 
, 11. Not Didymus, in his book of the Holy 

B 3 
by 2. Not Chry/oſtom, on the ſame ſubject. 

13. Not Cyril of Alexandria, tho he cites the 


WA 


Spirit; Theſauri Aſert. 34. 


| verſes before and after to prove the deity of the 


14 Not 
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| 4. Not the Author of the expoſition of the faith, 
among 7uftin Marty's works; who endeavours 
to prove the Father, Son, and Spirit to be of 
one eſſence from their being joĩned together in 
Mat. 28. 19. beit not from his text, more di- 
r 
1856. Not Proclus, tho both of em upon a ſub. 
jeſt tha gare dran. 
17. Not the Nene Fathers themſelves, accord- 
ing to Gelaſus; for Leontius biſhop of Cappa- 
Aocia anſwering, in their name, the arguments 
of a certain philoſopher who oppoſed the deity 
of the Holy Spirit, among other texts infiſted 
on the words immediately preceding, viz. 1t is 
the Spirit that witneſſeth, becanſe the Spirit is 
truth; but omits his verſe. F 
HFere let me add what Du Pin obſerves, That 
as no Greek Father, for foe hundred years, quoteil 
this paſſage, ſo two of them, ' viz. Didymus of 
Alexandria in the fourth century, and Oecumenius 
in the eleventh, have written commentaries up- 
on this epiſtle of St. Jobn, and yet mention not 
this were : which, fays he, proves that either they 
did not know it, of not believe it to be genuine s. 
Thus far cher the way is clear thro the antient 
Greek writers for ſo. many hundred years; even 
to an ag or two after Athanaſius, as the Doc- 
"or conteties F,- 700 ee 


& 


24h, For the Latin Fathers the Doctor grants, 
tliat neither the Author of the treatiſe of the bap- 
tiſm of heretics, among Cyprian's works, (tho be 
„ ²˙¹·¹-AA TD mentions 
Hit. of the canon, Pol. 2. p. 78. FOILS. 
-'-- Quinime nullum omaino codicem Græeis ecclefiis in uſu 
fuiſſe credo, niſi qui ad mutilatos, quos dieimus, deſcriptus fit, 
ene ab ipſius archetypi ſcriptui# uſque ad ſeculum unum vel 
alterum poſt Athanaſium. F 


Authority of 1 Jom 5. 5. 
mentions the ver/es,: both befare,,and 2 


ragt 


Novatian, nor 1 nor C alaritanus, nan 


Phebadius, have ever cited theſe words: Nor 


Ambroſe, who alla has the, verſes n both ſides; 


nor Jerom, nor Fauſtinus, nor Auſtin, who yet 
would have the Father, Son, and Spirit, to: — 
myſtically ſignify*'d by the Spirit, the Hater; 


and the Blood, in the next verſe: No or Eucberius, | 


who has the ſame notes on the next verſe; nor 
Leo Magnus; nor Facundus Hermienſis, who alſo 
cites the eighth verſe: . Nor e. nor ”_ 
alis, nor Bat, (in the eighth centu ) who, | 

his comment on his epiſtle expou ad tie "Aga 
other witneſſes, but not this Sent canon Tho 


ſoon after his time, the Doctor ſays, be We ſtern 


bibles began io have it common. Which # Mall | 
much diſpute. 


The reader muſt note, that all theſe. dest 


writers are here produced, not merely for nog 


mentioning theſc words (for then a much greater 
number might have been bro ought). but becauſe 


they treated profeſſedly. of ſack, ſubjects as re- 


quired the aſſiſtance of this text, and many of 
em of the context, and next verſes. And there- 
fore tho others might ont it, as not having, oc- 
caſion to alledge it, yet all. theſe, could never 
have omitted it on any other reaſon but this, 
That they had it not in their bibles. (as the Doc- 
ror juſtly. argues) for above 700 years. . 

| Now methinks here is a pretty. large ſtock of 
evidence, and as much as one can well require 
for a negative, to ſhew that this 'verſe was not 


originall any part of the New Teſtament: and 


one had need have very direct and peremptory 
teſtimonies to the contrary, to make him ſo much 
as to heſitate in the matter. There muſt be great 


weight, to cauſe an equilibrium, and much 


ns to tura the ſcales, and make. him 
ä determine 
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determins f. for what ſeems hitherto irrecoverably | 
| * 


CHAP. 40. - 


The ** offered in ſupport of the Text. 

I, Not from any ſuppoſal that - oh Arians Had 
raſed this text, nor from the pretended 
5 of St. Jerom Yo the canonical 

les. 

II. . Greek writers or manuſeri pt 
copies, from Verſions and from the Latin 
OF Tertullian and Cyprian. Ou 


Shall now conſider what Dr. Mill * offered 
for ſuperior evidence on the other fide, to 
= this verſe genuine, againſt all that has been 


And now he has a hard taſt indeed, to undo 
all that had hitherto been done, and to prove 
this text authentic, againſt all theſe manuſcript 
Greek copies, all the old verfions, all the before- 
mention'd primitive writers, both Greeks and La- 
tins, down to the eighth : ; who all that 
while knew nothing of it. 

No doubt it would be a grateful fervice to 
the Church, of which he was a worthy member, 
if he could juſtify her putting it into her Bible as 
current Scripture, (tho that has been but of late) 
and could ſupport the credit of a text, on which 
principally ſome important branches of her creed 
and public offices ſeem to be founded. Here is 
a great deal to excite one to- try what can be 
faid, by a kind friend, in the caſe; who was 
unwilling to leave che: matter fairly; ſtated on 
both ſides, without givingat the weight of his 
5 l on one file, which no doubt had 
; otherwiſe 


A oY 
* ? 
* 
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otherwiſe been thought to be for the contrary. 
*Tis well known how many are apt to regard a 
learned author's own opinion, more than to ex- 
amine his premiſes, or weigh his arguments. But 
what has he to ſay in this cauſe ? 


In the t place, I muſt ſnew what arguments sx cr. I. 
he refuſes to make ule of: efpecially two, which 
have been often urged by others thro* miſtake, 
or want of judgment, or popular prejudice. 
AS gh „ 1 
I. That the Arians have raſed this text out 
of the bible, becauſe it thwarted their opinion. 
This paſſes for current among the people, and 
is taught 'em by their expoſitors, even by Dr. 
Hammond, and many other leſs judicious com- 
mentators. But the learned Dr. Mill rejects the 
ſuſpicion of this with indignation and ſcorn : 
far * how ſhould the Arians, ſays he, put out the 
words, which were out already, 150 years before 
Arius was born? And he ſays, that Ambroſe, 
who, alone of the antients, objetted this, in rela- 
tion to another text, John 3. 6. (not the text in 
diſpute) was under a miſtake : as he ſhews in his 
notes on that place. £ = 
Nor will the Doctor ſuſpe& any of the Gno- 
fic Heretics in former times; whom their op- 
poſers accuſed indeed of making new goſpels, 
but not of corrupting the od: only Marcion was 
_ charg*d with interpolating the goſpels and St. 
Paul's epiſtles, but not the Catholic epiſtles. 
Nor could they corrupt the copies in other Chri- 
ſtians hands, nor yet thoſe in their own, without 
being ſoon diſcovered. Thus the Doctor clears 
the heretics, as being without juſt cauſe ſuſ- 
pected in this matter: 7 don't think any heretic 
„ Wl 6 corrupted 
» Quid enim illis cum hac pericope, ſublata & contextu 
Graco 150 annis antequam Arius naiceretur? 


- . 
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* The te in any part; "much up 17 this. 
famous teſtimony" of Ss. John F. 
2. He utterly" rejects the authority of he 
preface to the canonical epiſtles, under the name 
55 St. Ferom, in the firſt printed Latin bibles; 
which pretends that all the Greek copies had this 
verſe, and that the Latin tranflators had' done 
unfaithfully in omitting it. And tho even the 
Latin bibles, which had this preface, wanted this 
; verſe after the complaint made, (which ſhew'd 
| that the preface and the verſion were not by the 
ſame author) yet this gave great trouble to E- 
raſnus (and others) how to Teconcile this to the 
plain evidences of the contrary : He was well af- 
ſuted the verſe had not been in the Greek copies, 
and therefore charges Jerom with falſhood and 
forgery. And the learned biſhop Fell was at the 
needleſs pains of vindicating St. Zergm,. and juſ- 
tifying his preface, in his notes on Cyprian; when 
after all, our learned Doctor, ho acknowledges 
that himſelf once had a great regard for this 
preface; before he had examined into it, is fully 
convinced (with F. Simon and Du Pin) that *ris 
not St. Jerom's, nor is it found in the moſt an- 
tient manuſcript copies of his verſion; nor with 
his name, in ſome other copies where it is, as F. 
Crit. Hig, Simon tells us: but is the work of ſome / 
c. 18. rhapſodiſt after Bede*s time, as the Doctor ſays, 


Ineptien- and then joined to the vible, Wien contradicted 


| — the preface. 


So that the learned will: no more be doubt 
with this pretended authority of St. Ferom's pre- 
face, nor get any aid from it towards the ſup- 
port of the credit of this verſe we arc e inquiring 


aſter. | 
PE TOY 
[ 


by Non puto quenquam hæreticorum S. textum in aliquo, 
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I am next to conſider what authorities the Doc Ser. II. 
tor does inſiſt on, on behalf of his ſent. 2 
As for teſtimonies from the antient Greek 
writers, he had left - himſelf; very little to ſay 
from them, having confeſs'd. there is nat . oze 
of theſe, before . — council of Mice, who takes 
any notice of this text. And therefore, tho he 
por down Scriptores Greci for 9 85 of his topics, 
e is hard put to it to find any, and is content 
to mention only one oblique teſtimony, which he 
would have paſs for probable; from à ſpurious 
work falſly aſcrib'd to, but long after Athaya» 
us T. And he is ſuſpected to be a Latin Author Auftor 
too; who only ſays, Ladin Oaoxes 08, Terr; 79 fy eic, diſputati- 
John Jays theſe i 1 are one. Which vn T0 2, with 2 
the article, are neither exactly the words of the 
ſeventh, nor eighth ver/e; and F. Simon. judges 
they refer to the latter, which was uſually —_ 
ply'd to the Father, Son, and Spirit at that time, 
as Dr. Mill owns it was in St. Auſtin s. Hence 
he leaps at once down to the council of Lateran 
under Iunocent the third, in the 1 gth century; 
and to Calecas, in the 14th, who was a Greek, 
and turn'd to the Latins, All which is to no 
purpoſe at all, but to increaſe the number. of 
teſtimonies, _ 
The Greek manuſcripts he pretends e 
will be found only ſuppos d) are, 1. A manuſcript 
in Britain of which Eraſmus ſpeaks, and by which 
he was moved (againſt his own free judgment) 
to put theſe words into his laſt editions of the 
New Teſtament, againſt the evidence of all the 
other manuſcript. Greek copies. 2. Some ma- - 
nuſcripts which the Doctor ſuppoſes Robert Ste-. 
phens to mention, as having moſt of the words z 
all, except * TW Spa, in heauen. 3. The an- 
tient Vatican copies, which the editors of the 
Complutenſs an * ſay in general they . 5 


U 
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| reed by, and the Doctor hopes they were fo 
in this particular, which they have taken into this 
A EE We 
I think it will appear that all theſe are but 
ſuppoſitions of ſuch copies as never were ſeen, 
nor produced by any others to this day. To all 
/ In his * which, Dr. Clarke has given a learned and full 
5 ok "" anſwer, except to Stephens's manuſcripts, where 
p. 207. he ſeems to have miſtaken the objection; of 
| which hereafter. TO | 
As to the Verſions, Dr. Mill had none very 
antient to bring. The vulgar, of which ſome 
manuſcripts have it, and others want it, as is- 
noted by the Louvain editors; the Halic printed 
at Venice in 1532. (while the old Italic, and 
St. Ferom's correction of it was otherwiſe) are 
not worth regarding in this matter: nor the 
Printed at Apoftolos, or collection of ſections out of the 
Venice, Apoſtles books, with ſome remarks. Only, 
1602. whereas the Doctor mentions the Armenian ver- 
ſion for having this verſe, as he was inform'd; 
Append, the very learned Sandius teſtifies the contrary, 
Paradox. having himſelf ſeen it with the Armenian Biſhop 
9. 376. at Amſterdam: E's | 
Ll—lLLaſtly, the Doctor produces his Latin Fa- 
thers, which are indeed his main ſtrength and 
confidence. REL | 
1. Tertullian, contra Prax. c. 25. his words 
are: The Paraclete ſhall take of mine, ſays Chrift, 
anbe did of the Father*s. Thus the connexion of the 
Father in the Son, and of the Son in the Paraclete, 
makes the three cloſely united with one another which 
three are one, but not one perſon; as it is ſaid, I and 
my Father are onen. Which the Doctor thinks, 
with Biſhop Bull and Dr. Hammond, are an al- 
luſion to our text in diſpute. T 1-5 
HHS | 2, Cyprian, 
De meo ſumet, inquit, ſicut ipſe de patris, ita connexus 
Patris in filio, & filii in paracleto, tres efficit cohærentes, al- 


terum ex altero, qui tres unum ſunt, non unus; quomodo 
dictum eſt, Ego & Pater unum ſumus | 
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2. Cyprian, De-unitate eccleſiz, his words are t 


Is is ritten of the Father, Son, and Holy Spirit, 


a * 
7 9 


Theſe three are one ; 3 or three are one, as ſome 


copies have it: and, in his epiſtle ad Jubaianum, 
. Tres unum ſunt, three are one; without any refe- 
rence to the Scripture expreſs d. And near 300 
years after comes Fulgentius, a Biſhop of Africa, 
and ſays that Cyprian in the former words had 
reſpect to St. Jabu's teſtimony. \ +40) 
Victor Vitenſis, who tells us of a con afeſſion 


of faith, preſented by Eugenius Biſhop of Car- | 


thage and other Biſhops to Hunneric king of 
the Vandals, in which bis text is cited as from 
St. Fohn, in the manner we now have it, in _ 
year 484. 

4. Vigilius 7. e F. eee * the Aucher 


of tha Explication of the faith, ad Cyrillum. 
And thus you have the whole of what'muſt 


cover. ballance all the evidence on the other ſide: 


which, whether it will do or not, is to be con- 
fider'd | in the next chapter. | 


CHAP. III. 


The inſufficiency of the ee, Brought in 


ſupport of the text and in anſwer to the 
objeftions againſt it. 1. As to the pre- 
tended Greek manuſcrifts ; the Britiſh copy, 
thoſe of the Complutenſian edition, and 
Robert Stephens's. 2. As to the Latin 
writers Tertullian, Cyprian; and Victor 


Vitenſis. 3. As to the anſwers gi ven o 


the obections againſt the text. 


Shall - here ſhew the inſufficiency of 8 ar- 


guments brought to i the e of 
Vo, II. Ws this 


F De Patre, Filio, & —_ Sarto eripturn nd Et hi 
tres unum ſunt. | 
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dem ſince. 
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this text, againſt thoſe produc'd to overthrow it. 


I ſuppoſe no man of reaſon will deſire me to 
give any anſwer to what the Doctor could lay 
no ſtreſs upon: I mean, ſuch modern teſtimo- 
nies as Calecas and the council of Lateran, our , 
late editions and verſions, or the vulgar Latin Bi- 
bles ſince Bede's time. Therefore I ſhall ſay 
no more to them; nor indeed to Vigilius Tap- 
ſenſis and Victor Vitenſis nor to any writer ſo 
long after the heats between the Arians and 
Athanafians *, and when the invaſions of the bar- 


barous nations had thrown all into confuſion 


and ignorance. Such modern teſtimonies! will 
only tell me, that zheſe words did at laſt appear. 
All this I know well enough, for I ſee they are 
brought into the Latin verſions, and ſince that 
into our printed Greek copies; and into our Eng- 
liſb tranſlations, firſt in liitle charaFers for diſ- 
tinction, and next with as good a face as the 
reſt of the text. And if this began to be done in 
the fifth, or ſixth, or ſeventh century, what is 
that, any more than if it was in the fifteenth or 
ſixteenth? But if the words were not in St, Fohn's 
epiſtle for ſo many hundred years, nor known 
to the chriſtian church as ſuch, I ſhall conclude 
that no man can give a good reaſon for admitting 
And+a thouſand ſmooth ſuppoſitions (which 
are, in like cafes, found to be falſe by daily ex- 
perience) that ſuch and ſuch a writer would not, 
in later times, have uſed ihe words, or put them 
into the bible, if he had not good evidence they 
were in the original, are of no force againſt 
all the Greez manuſcripts and Fathers, which 
plainly ſhew- they certainly were not, here. Hf 
| „ = jo 


* 1.e. after the heats had continued ſo long, not after the 


heats were ent as Mr. Martin underſtands it. See his ex- 


amination of Mr, Emiyn's anſwer, p. 42. 
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upon the whole matter there cannot be found 
one Greek manuſcript, nor one Greek writer, who 
mentions it for a thouſand years ; nor one Latin 
writer to the fifth century (if St. Cyprian be not 
the man, which ſhall be inquired into) what ſigni- 
fies all the reſt? Men may be fond of a ſpurious 
iſſue, but that will not legitimate it. 

There are then only 7wo things of weight to 
be clear d: Firſt, The pretended Greek manu- 
ſcripts; and, Secondly, The teſtimonies of the 
Latin writers, Tertullian and Cyprian. 


The pretended Greek manuſcripts are of three Szcr. I. 
P 5 P L The Greek; 


ſorts. 

(1.) The Britiſh copy which Eraſmus ſpeaks of "Yaoi 
who not finding one Greek copy which had this T4 Bri- 
paſſage, would not put it into his two firſt edi- tiſh copy. 
tions of the New Teſtament ; but upon informa- 
tion of a copy in England which had it, did, 
againſt the faith of all his copies, afterwards inſert 
it“; rather, as he confeſſes, to avoid the re- 
proach of others, than that he judg'd it to be of 
ſufficient authority. For which F. Simon thus re- Crit. Hiſt: 
bukes him: With what warrant could be correctc. 18. 

his edition, by one fingle copy, which, as himſelf 
believ*d, had ſuffer*d ſome alteration ? 

And it appears he had reaſon to ſuſpect it : for 
who ever ſaw this Britiſb copy ſince, or any one 
that could produce it? Dr. Mill does not tell us 
where it was, or that ever he heard more of it. 
Such rare diſcoveries, ſo uſeful and grateful to the 
public, are not wont to be loſt again in ſo cri- 
tical an age. What! cannot all the learned men 
of our two univerſities, nor our numerous clergy, 
give us ſome account of it? Surely either there 
was no ſuch copy, or it is not for the purpoſe : 

. 12 elſe 


Ex hoc Codice Anglicano repoſuimus, quod in noſtris 
dicebatur deefle, ne fit cauſa calumniandi, tametſi ſuſpicor 
Codicem illum ad noſtros eſſe correctum. | 
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elſe it bad probably, long before this time, been 
produc'd. I am apt to thipk it did the beft ſer- 
vice it ever cou'd do, in the cauſe, in thus im- 
poſing upon the great Eraſmus. Strange that a 
Brink copy is only to be mention'd by one be- 

yond the ſeas, while all Britain, and ſuch an in- 

quiſitive Britifh critic as Dr. Mill, can know no- 
dhing more of it. Foreigners will expect to hear 
N of it from us, rather than we from them. F. 
Simon ſays Eraſmus ſaw it; but where does Era/- 
mus lay ſo? He only fays (in his Aunotations) 
' There is found one Greek manuſcript among the 


Engliſh, which hath it T. He needed not'then 


have ſaid, Suſpicor, &c. he cou'd, I think, have 

made a clearer judgment of it, if he had ſeen i it. 

And if he was abuſed by miſinformation or other- 

wiſe, tis hard firſt to deceive him, and then to 

make his miſtake an authority in the caſe. | 

The nann- (2.) The Doctor depends on the manuſcript 

3 Y copies, by which he ſuppoſes the Compluten/ian 

en. cenfan edition was regulated; becauſe gheſe words are 

Ef. there, and the editors ſay in general, they fol- 

.  low'd the beſt and moſt antient manuſcripts of 
the Vatican. 

But as they don't ſay, that they were directed 
by thoſe manuſcripts in putting in bis verſe; ſo it 
appears they were not; becauſe, by the Doctor's 
own confeſſion, the moſt ancient and moſt corrett 
copy of the Vatican, which. is ſo juſtly extol'd by 
him, (and comes at leaſt very near to the famous 
Alexandrian manuſcript in the royal library here) 
wants theſe words, which thoſe editors have put in: 


And how then did they follow it ſo cloſely as. is 


pretended? Nay, this excellent manuſcript was 
that which Pope Leo recommended to them, 2 
tho * and ſtandard of Nm edition, 


to 


* . eſt apud Anglos Grarcas A — in quo 


| habetur, 8 


j 
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to which they were to keep, and to note the va- * 
riations of ober copies in their margin, and which 

for the molt part they did ; and yet in this they 
forſook it. And ?tis no wonder, if they did 

ſo by the reft of the Vatican e as Proleg. 
appears. P. 108. 

For Cariophilus e having by order 

of Pope Urban VIII. examin'd theſe Vatican ma- 
nuſcriprs, tells us plainly, that all of em which 

have this Epiſtle of St. Folm, want this ſeventh 

' ve?ſe +: cho, out of reſpect to St. Cyprian, he was 
for keeping ir in“. Of which, Dr. Clarke has 
given an account, in the place already refer'd to; 
together with an account of ſixteen manuſcripts 
( ht of them in the King of Spain's library) 
collated by the Spaniſh Marquiſs, Peter Faxard, 

(as F. Simon names him) — publiſh*d by La 
Cerda, in his Adverſaria Sacra, c. 19. from all 
which manuſcripts nothing is alledg'd to juſtify 
their vulgur verſion, in keeping this verſe. How 
then could Dr. Mill preſume ſo ſtrongly, that the 
Complutenſian editors kept to their manuſcripts 
here? F. Simon ſaw the contrary, and ſays they Crit. Hit. 
follow'd the reading of the Latin copies here; Par. 2: c 9. 
and to vindicate it, have inſerted àæ note from 
Aquinas, in the margin. 

(3.) He pretends the ſeven e of Ro- Robert 

bert Stephens do watrant the words to be genuine. 8 2 
Stephens tells us he made uſe of fifteen: manuſcripts” ſeri 205. 


in his edition of the Neæto Teſtament, only ſeven © 


which he has fer down in the margin, as wanting 
ſome, atl-aſt, of the words in diſpute: hence it was 
concluded formerly, even by Dr. Mill himſelf, as 


well as others, that the other eight wanted no- 


thing, but had the whole, as we have: it. 10 '* 
this, the Doctor's remarkable words cited from his | 
TON by Dr. Clarke, are a com pl ete an- 
| T3 ſwer; 
Ad ſinem Catenæ in Marcum. 


/ 


* a 1 * FRE? 
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ſwer; ſhewing that thoſe zight manuſcripts did 
not include this Epiſtle of St. Fobn at all; and 
ſo were of no concern here. But Dr. Mil 
was ſenſible of this, in his Diſſertation on the 
zext, where he ſays of theſe eight manuſcripts, 
Reliqui has Epiſtolas non exhibent. And therefore 
he urges. but the other ſeven, which are noted as 
wanting only # 9 Spa,” in heaven, and authoriz- 
ing the reſt ; The Father, the Word, and the Spirit, 
and theſe three are one. . 
But as Dr. Mill was too judicious not to ſee thro! 
this miſtake, in placing the little mark ; ſo he fairly 
owns his doubt about it, in his notes on the verſe: 
F indeed the little hook be placed aright, ſays he“. 
For this depends wholly upon placing the /emi- 
circle, which marks the words that are wanting 
in ſuch manuſcripts as are noted in the. inward 
margin. In Sephens's fair folio edition, this mark 
or /mall hook falls after the words d Tw xpawy ; as 
if theſe only were wanting: whereas it ſhou'd 
have been placed after the whole verſe, as F. Si- 
mon obſerves, (or rather, after the words in earth, 
an the eighth verſe : which, the Doctor owns in his 
notes, was the cafe of the moſt and beſt copies; and 
F. Simon intimates the ſame in his remarks upon 
the Louvain Latin Bible by Hentenius, which had 
the like error:) and I wonder the Doctor ſhould 
ſay upon it, Neſctio qua autoritate, neque dicit ſe 
io libros conſuluiſſe; or that be had not conſulted 
the copies, when he expreſly ſaid, he had conſulted 
the manuſcrip!s of the King's library: and I think 
it was there Stephens found his FT. It appears by 
Dr. Mill's account in his Prolegomena, that four of 
theſe ſeven manuſcripts were in the French King's 
Crit. Hiſt, Iibrary; and ſince F. Simon could find none there, 


c. 9. N 


* Si quidem Semicirculus ſuo loco fit collocatus ; which 
Lucas Brugenſis had ſaid before. 
+ Regia Bibliotheca ſuppeditavit, Proleg. p. 117.7 
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that wanted only the words in heaven, nor any 
one elſe pretends to find ſuch elſewhere, I may 
| ſafely conclude 'twas a miſtake in placing the 


mark in Stephens, which the Doctor was willing 
to take hold of. And the ſame Stepbens, in 
his Latin edition of the New Teſtament, (as F. 
Simon tells us, Crit. Hiſt. part 2. c. 11. and as I 
have ſeen) included the whole paſſage within the 
mark. So that I think the caſe is plain, that all 
Stephens*s manuſcripts wanted this verſe. : 

*Tis probable he put it into his own edition, 


from the Complutenſian, and we from his into 


ours; (fo one error begets another, by preſuming 
too well of the care and faithfulneſs of ſuch as 
went before) for the Doctor tells us, Stephens 
govern*d himſelf by the e manuſcripts : but 
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then he lays, He always judę d thoſe to be beſt Proleg. 
which agreed with the Complutenſian. Elſe it“ 17. 


would be very ſtrange, that all Stepbens's manu- 
ſcripts ſhould differ from all them of Eraſmus 
and Simon, and others; as they muſt, if only. 
© TH up were wanting. 8 | 

And whereas the Doctor lays a ſtreſs on Ste- 
pbens's ſaying he departed not one letter from the 
beſt and moſt of his copies“; I would aſk then, 
how he came to put in the & rw spaw, in heaven, 
when every one of his ſever manuſcripts wanted 


them? *Tis plain critics are not always to be 


truſted in what they ſay of their own fidelity : 
the Doctor was right in inferring that it ug 
to have been as he ſaid, but tis plain in fact it 
was not ſo. * | 


Thus having examin'd all his pretences to the 


Greek manuſcripts, I think it fully appears there 


is not ſo much as one found to authorize bis paſ- 
| 14 lage, 

* Ne in una litera diſceſſerit a meliorum & plurium codi- 
eum ſuffragio, | LY 


236 


0 II. 
7% Latin 
writers. 


Tertullian. 


e 1 imo tie 


"O00 nor one antient verſion made from * 
and for others, they are not of value in the caſe. 
Indeed the Doctor has dealt more fairly than our 
common unaccurate Commentators; who, wit 
any examination talk roundly of many, the moſt 
antient and the beſt | copies, which have theſe 
words, not knowing what they ſay ;, whereas he 
pretends: but to few,. and rather ſuppoſes and 
hopes, from ſome: hints in others, that they had 
ſuch copies, than knows of any himſelf. 

Let me cloſe this head with the very pertinent 
remark of the moſt learned Phileleuther us Lipfeu/is, 
againſt the diſcourſe of free-thinking : The Preſent 
text was firſt. ſettled almoſt 200 years ago, out of 


ſeveral manuſcripts, by Robert Stephens, printer 


and bookſeller at Paris z whoſe. beautiful and gene- 
rally ſpeaking (it ſeems, not in all points) accurate 
edition, has been ever ſince. counted the. ſtandard, 
and follow'd by all the reſt. Now this ſpecific text, 
in your Doctor's (Whuby? s) notion, ſeems. taken 


from the ſacred; original in every word and ſyl- 


lable; and if the conceit is but Jpread and propa- 
gated, within à few years that printer's infallibility 
zvill be as zealoufly maintain d, as an melt 
or apofele*s. 

Dr. Mill, were he now alive, would confeſs that 
this text, fixed by a printer, is ſometimes by the 
various readings render*d uncertain, nay, is prov'd 
certainly wrong ; but that the real text lies not in 
any ſingle b r or ae, but is br in 
them all. 


I now come to the ſecond head of his arguments, I 
viz. from antient teſtimonies of the Lats writers, 
Tertullian and Cyprian. 

As for Tertullian, in the words already ſet 
down, he had only ſaid, ſpeaking of the Father, 
Son, and | Spirit, theſe three are one; and is vit. 
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ten, the Fathtr and I are one. But the former of 
theſe he ſays from bhimſelf, not as any part bf 

Scripture, as he ſays the next words are. And in- | | 

deed he needed not to have cited theſe latter words 3 

at all, if the farmer had been of the ſame authori- 4 

ty; for they had been ſuffieſent, Whereas the at- 1 

ter werds were not to his putpoſe for proving the 

Holy Spirit's unity with the Father and San. Only 

not having a tert for the unity of all the three, 

he was willing ro-allage, hs arent for the Two, 

as 2 ſtep. to the other, : 

Nor can it be thought, but. that in fo inn 
nous a writer we muſt have had ghet text many 
times over, on ſeveral proper doenſions, if he had 
known it as ſuch, He — Jom 10. 30--1,and 
the Father are one, very frequently, even ur „ 
times in a few pages in his book contre Praxeam, = 
and again contra Hermog, and de Oratione. Where- 
as this pretended text, ſo much more for his pur- 
poſe, he omits: which could hardly have been; 
H he had taken it to be of as good authority as 
the other text. And therefore Dr. Mill had rea- 
ſon to urge it but ſoftly, ſaying,” Dr. Bull and Dr, 
Hammond putant ſe alluſſſe, ſuppoſe that he might 
allude to the words of St. John: which is but a 
. conjecture, ſired) of a proof. | 
So that St. Opr ian is left. alone to bear the Cyprian, 
weight of all. And indeed tis eaſy to ſee the 
Doctor's chief confidence is in his teſtimony, (with 
a little help from Tertullian, whom he owns to 
be not ſo clear) inſomuch that he ſays, This 7s 
evidence enough of the words being authentic, tho* 
none of the Greele writers ever ſaw them, and 
tho they never appeared in any copy to this day. 
It ſeems then *tis to no purpoſe to withſtand zhis 
Evidence; or rather it feems, having nothing 
elſe to truſt to, the Doctor was reſolved bis muſt 
and ſhall do the bulinels, 
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© Cyprian's words are, Of ibe Futber, Son, ant 

Holy Spirit, it is written, Theſe "three are one; 
(the other teſtimony, in Epiſt. ad Fubaianum, is 
but like Tertullian's ſuppoſed allufion to the text, 
and may have the ſame anſwer.) Upon 7Zheſe 
words the queſtion” is, Whether Cyprian refers 
to the ſeventh verſe in diſpute, or to the ezghth 
by a myſtical interpretation of the Water, the 
Blood, and the Spirit, as ſignifying the Faiber, 


Crit. Hit, the Son, and the Spirit? Father Simon is out 


c. 18. 


Jen. Trin. Cap. I. 1. c 3. 


of doubt for this latter, and brings a ſtrong proof 
of it from the words of Facundus, who was of 
the ſame African Church, in the fifth Century; 
and who not only Himſelf fo interprets the words 
of the eigbib verſe, but expreſly adds, that St. 
Cyprian ſo underſtood them too, in this very 
place. Says he, Of rhe Father, Son, and Holy 
Spirit, he (St. Fobn) ſays, There are Three that 
bear witneſs on earth, the Spirit, the Water, and 
the Blood; and theſe Three are One: by the Spi- 


rit, fienifying the Father, by the Water, the Holy 


Ghoſt, and by the Blood, the Son. -Which words 
of John the Apoſtle, St. Cyprian the Martyr, in 
Bis book of the Trinity, (Unity it ſhould be, as F. Si- 
mon obſerves) concerves to be ſpoken of the Father, 
Son, and Holy Spirit, And tho Dr. Mill would 
make light of this teſtimony, tis without all 
reaſon, and from mere neceſſity : ſince this will 
overturn all he had to ſay from the Latin Fa- 
bers. * el ei 
. What 


* De Patre, Filio, & Spiritu Sancto, dicit Tres ſunt qui te- 
ſtimonium dant in terra, ſpiritus, aqua, & ſanguis, & ki tres 
unum ſunt ; in ſpiritu ſignificans Patrem, in aqua Spiritum 
ſanctum, in ſanguine vero Filium fignificans. — uod 
22 apoſtoli teſtimonium beatus Cyprianus in epiſtola five 
ibro quem de Trinitate (de Unitate rather) ſeripſit, de Patre, 
Filio, & Spiritu Sancto, dictum intelligit. Facunzus pro De- 


Authority of 1 Jond 5. 7. 139 
What Facundus ſays, is ſo far from being im- 
probable, that the Doctor himſelf owns St. Auſtin, 
who was of the ſame African church, did make 
the ſame interpretation afterwards; and after him, 
Eucherius declares it was a common expoſition of 
thoſe words: and then why might it not be Cypri- 
an's? Does not Facundus expreſly ſay i it was? Does 
he tell an unlikely ſtory ? Why is it then /evis 
nmomenti? Truly the Doctor thinks none, till St. 
Auſtin, made this myſtical interpretation, and 
therefore not St. Cyprian, But why might not 
Cyprian begin it as well as Auſtin; Facundus tells 
us, he did interpret ſo, and it does not appear 
that he had any tber ſuch words to apply to the 
Trinity, but hefe. Is it not as good an argu- 
ment againſt the Doctor, to ſay, that Cyprian did | 
not cite the ſeventh verſe 1n diſpute, becauſe that 


verſe never appear*d in any writer till the fifth 
century, as his is, viz. That Cyprian did not fo 
interpret, becauſe that interpretation appears not 
till the Ffth century? Only I can prove my aſſer- 
tion by a proper poſitive teſtimony, that Cyprian 
did uſe his interpretation; whereas he had none 
to prove that Cyprian met with. a ſpecial copy of 
St. Fobn's Epiſtle, which had that ver ſe. 

*Tis true indeed, he alledges for the other ſide 
Fulgentius, contemporary with Facundus, ſaying, 
St. John teſtifies there are three that bear witneſs 
in heaven, the Father, the Word, and Spirit; and 
theſe three are one: which alſo St. Cyprian, in the 
Epiſtle of the unity of the church, confeſſes ; alledg- 
ing 2 the & criptures, that of the Falber, So, 

| a uf 
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* Ful cont. Arianos, ſub finem, Beatus Joannes teſtatur, 
dicens: Tres ſunt qui teſtimonium perhibent in ccelo, Pater, 
Verbum, & Spiritus; & tres unum ſunt. Quod etiam B. M. 
Cyprianus 3 in epiſtola de Unitate eccleſiæ confitetur, dicens — 
—— de Patre, Filio, & ou Sancto „ eſt, Ef tres 
unum ſunt, 
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and Holy Spirit, is written, And three are one. 
But as Facundas is as good an evidence as be, and 
more particular: ſo even this does not contradict 
Fucundus. For Falgentius and be both ſay the 
ſame thing, viz. that Cyprian confeſſed Sr. Job 
teftimony of tbe Father, Son, and Spirit, Theſe 
three are one. Only Facundus tells us, that he 
took this tẽſtimony from the eib verſe, which 
he fo interpreted, and Pulgentius does not fay it 
was otherwiſe.; and therefore there is no reaſon 
to oppoſe im to Facundus. Cyprian might om 
the ſame thing as is now contain d in the ſeventh 
"verſe; tho he deduc'd it from the eighth : he that 
ſuppoſed the pirii, the water, ai the blo9d, in 
St. Fobn, to mean the -Father, the Son, and the 
Spirit, as much confeſſed this doctrine, and from 
St. 7ohn too; as if he had found the very words 
"Father, Son, and Spirit, in the text. And this 
is all which Fulgentius himſelf ſays of him. Nei- 
ther of them ſays that Cyprian found in St. Jobn, 
the words Father, Son, and Spirit, beſides the 
three witneſſes in the erghth verſe. No, it was 
"there he thought he might find the Father, Son, 
and Spirit, myſtically repreſented. And I obſerve 
two things to confirm 1t. 
1. Fulgentins ſpeaks of it as a remarkable con. 
eff on in St. Cyprian, Quod etiam B. Qyprianus con- 
fretur, which alſo St. Cyprian confeſſes. Confeſſes 
what ? that St. John had thoſe words, the Father, 
Word and Spirit, and theſe three are one? Was 
WM that ſuch an acknowledgment, if he found boſe - 
very words in bis copy? No, but he acknowledg'd 
the Father, Son, and Spirit to be one, out of St. 
Jobn, by a myſtical interpretation of the Spirit, 
the Water, and the Blood, which are there ſaid t0 
| be one. This indeed was ſomewhat far- fetch'd, 
and not ſo clear a point, but St. Cyprian s con- 


Fe Jing ng it might give it ſome credit ; but it could 
give 
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give none to an e fert of. St. — 


lay Cyprian acknowledg d it to be true. 1 al 


not fay the Doctor had any deſign in it, but 
. I find in reciting the words, he has happened to 


change the conſitetur into the oP! convenient 
word, contęſtatur. 

2. I obſerve, Cyprian's * are not t the . 
words pretended to be found in St. Jabs; for 
Oprian ſays, Fatber, Son, (not the Word) and 

Spirit. Now tho the fame perſon may be intend- 
ed by both words, yet tis plain there could be 
but one of them in the text. And therefore, if 
our preſent printed text be right, Gyprian had no 
ſuch copy, or elle he did not keep fri#ly to it: 
and if he did not cite the words exa#ty, only the 
ſenſe of them as an interpreter ; then in ſuch a 
looſe way of ſpeaking it might well be, as Facun- 
dus ſays it was, viz. his ſenſe of the eighth verſe. 
So that the Doctor was too forward in ſaying that 
Cyprian could not have cited the words of St. John 
(as we have them) more exattly, if he had had them 
before bis eyes. Belides, Cyprian does not ſay, that 
the words Father, Son, and Spirit were written : 
All that Cyprian ſays was written is, Hi tres unum 
ſunt, Theſe three are one; that this was ſaid of 
Father, Son and Opirit, is only C - da interpre- 
tation. 

Let the interpretation be never ſo forced, that 
is nothing, ſo it was; and there are enough as 
ſtrange interpretations of texts in the Fathers and 
in St. Cyprian himſelf, to ſatisfy us bis is no good 
evidence it was not bis. And why may not 
Cyprian father a weak interpretation as well as 
St. Aufin? Nor was it unuſual with Cyprian to 
cite Scripture more by bis ſenſe-of-it, than by the 
ſtrict letter of the text. Thus, inſtead of Lead us 


not into eas wid he cites it, Valin us not to he 2 de 
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| leu, &c. Again, he cites Rev. 19. 10. Worſhip | 
thou the Lord Feſus, inſtead of worſhip thou God, 
Cyp. de Will any ſay, upon this, that be found a particu. 
Bono Pa- jar copy which had %%% readings? No ſurely, 
dec burt rather that it was Cyprian's expoſition of the 
true reading in all the copies. Even ſo, I doubt 
not, his words, the Father, the Son, and Spirit, 

"theſe three are one, was his ſenſe of the eighth verſe 
of St. John's fifth chapter. ED = 
1 ſhall conclude his with Mr. Du Pin's judg- 
Biſt. of ment upon the caſe : Tis not then, ſays he, abſo- 
the Ca - lutely certain, that Cyprian hath quoted the ſeventh 
non, vol. 2. verſe of St. John's Epiſtle. And Father Simon's, 
=»; who ſays, */is out of doubt that he hath not. Tho 
N. T. par: tis probable this miſtake of Cyprian's words led 
1. c. 18. ſome following African writers into the opinion 
that St. Jobn had ſaid them expręeſ tr. 
And thus I have farrly accounted for St. Cyprian's 

words, without the ſuppoſition of his having a ſpe- 
cial copy to himſelf. And then J think there is not 
one tolerable pretence left of any ancient authority. 
As to /ater teſtimonies they do not deſerve any 
notice: Only with relation to Vickor Vitenſis, be- 
Victor Cauſe the Doctor lays ſuch a ſtreſs upon it, as if 
Vitenſis. the urging theſe words, in a confeſſion of faith, 
ſo publicly preſented to Hunnericus, in midft of 
the Arians, in the year 484, was a good proof 
that hey had been well known and receiv'd; at 
leaſt, ante unum ſeculum aut alterum, an age or 
t before; and fo will carry the evidence much 
higher than the year 484 : therefore I ſhall take 

ſome notice of this, and ſhew that in fact it was 
not thus, as he plauſibly imagines. | — 
W hat the credit of Victor's hiſtory, as we have 
it, is, I cannot well tell: I know it has found 
little with many, in the relating of ſtrange mira- 
cles, not unlike thoſe of Monkihh legends, viz. of 
ſeveral who could ſpeak freely and articulately, 
"23S Ep, 2 when 
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when their tongues had been cut out by the roots; 
and ſending his reader to Conftantinople, for an 
inſtance to prove it; with other miracles. But 
Jet that be as it will, I ſhall take it for granted, 
that he ſays true, in the matter before us; that 
in the creed preſented to Hunnericus, this text 
was cited as from St. abn. But that it had not 
been commonly and long receiv'd, and well 
known as ſuch, I think is plain by what, the 
Doctor could not deny, viz. That St. Auguſtine, 
Eucherius, and Cerealis, in the ſame age, and two 
of *em of the ſame country, knew not of this text. 
Eucherius lived within thirty years of the time 
when this creed was preſented ; and the Doctor 
tells us, he ſays it was common in his time to | 
interpret the Spirit, the Vater and the Blood, of #2 
the Father, Word, and Spirit; as did Auſtin, Now ; 
if this text had been receiv'd then, what place had 
there been for ſuch a myſtical interpretation of the 
three witneſſes on earth? Nay, Cerealis was one 
of the African Biſhops at the ſame time, probably; 
for he flouriſh*d in the time of the perſecution 
under Hunnericus; and who drew up a confeſſion 
of faith alſo, at.the demand of the Arian Biſhop 
Maximinian; and had the ſame reaſon. to have 
made uſe of this text, as Eugenius F, if it had 
been current, as the Doctor inſinuates. Where 
then is the Seculum unum aut alterum, the age ar 
| two before, in which this text had been admitted? 
I rather think it muſt only have been ſome private 
compoſure, tho it might be in the name of the 
other Biſhops, who were now ſcatter'd. and ba- 
niſh'd. It is ſigned only à Gν Medianis Epiſcopis Biblioth. 
Numidiæ; Bonifacio . Foratianenſi, & Bonifacio Patrum. 
Gatienenſi, Epiſcopis Vizacenis. So that it carries 


the evidence no higher than to that time, vix. 
that 


4 The Biſhop of Carthage, who preſented the . 4 
faith to Hunnericus, ; 


- 


# 


_ — "RY | 
- Une ihs latter end of the fifth century ſome 
pretended ibis for tert, en had _ cyt an 
N 5 * 3 


SECT. III. It remaina tlas We FM XI this Door AC - 
counts for the difficulties that lie againſt bin 
from all the Greek copies and Fathers before and 
after Cyprian, who knew nothing of this text: 
how then had Cyprian ſuch a particular copy a- 
bove all others? Does the Doctor clear himſelf 
as fairly of this, as we haveef his objection from 
Cypreas' s words? 

He puts very proper queries - here: If theſe 
words were in St, prop J original, how comes it 10 
paſs that for three ages following the Greek Fa. 
thers had it not in their copies? How came Cyprian, 
an African to know it, when it was unknown 10 
Trenzus, who was a very curious inquirer into all 
learning, (which is Tertullian's character of him *) 
and who convers'd with Polycarp, the difciple of 
St. John himſelf ? But in anſtoer to theſe queries, 
he is forced to frame many unreaſonable ſuppo- 
ſitions; he knows not which way it was, but he 
can imagine how poſſibly it might have -beon, 
and then ſeems to believe it was /o, Let us hear 
bis own account. 
If we aſk how came theſe words to be wanting 
in all the known Greek copies? he anſwers, by 
mere chance, and careleſſneſs of the tranſtriber who, 
caft his eye upon the word jacpropeles, or witneſs, 
in the eighth verſe, inſtead of the ſame word in the 
ſeventh ; and fo went on, unawares omitting the 
one waerupsvrec, Or witneſs, and all the words be. 
teen them both. And then by reaſon of perſecution 
Cpbriſtians were in haſte, and ſtaid not- to" reviſe 
The tranſcript, nor to compare with ont another's 
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copies, which \were-bur few; Lecauſe f "the pains 
and expences of tramſcribing and.the original be- 
ing ar u diftance from ibem when diſpers*d; they 
could not examine by htnlnlnl. 
I grant, miſtakes of bis bind have happenid 
to tranſcribers, where opowriaeurz, words of the 
ſame ending, or the ſame words have often oc- 
cur'd: but that it was not ſo here, is plain, be- 
cauſe the tranſeriber had ben taken the next 
words to the ſecond uagrop b, which ate, tvry 9-1, 
in earth: whereas the Dactor confeſſes | theſe 
words were wanting allo. This he Was aware of, 
and therefore |/uppoſes once more, that the words 
in earth might be in the fit trhnſcripi, but that 
the next time it was tranſcrib'd, or ſoon after, 
it was thought h words were: ſuperfiaous, and 
ſo were left or daſbd aut and then copies were 
taken by other churches, and /o 4hey ſpread a- 
broad thro Greece, Egypt, Cc. And this is the 
reaſon that the antient verſions and writers knew 
nothing of tbif text, becauſe there were 
none but theſe maimed copies among all the Greek 
churches T. But in proceſs of time, he thinks, 
ſome correct copies which lay hid in Aſia (where 
the original was) or ſome other parts, ſome way 
or other got into Africa, which Fertullian and 
Cyprian ſaw: and the times being | troubleſome, 
few copies only were taken for the uſe of the Atrican 
churches, where they ſeem to hade continu'd; and 
about 100 years after they. became common, elfe the 
African Biſhops tbν ns! have alledged theſe words 
in a confeſſion of fuith, if they had not been in tbeir 
common copies, and in the-body. of St. John's epi- 
file, more than one or two centuries. And abgut 
Vol: II. rl eee 1D in es 
* Curato hoc. uno, ut verba {y 25 Y tanquam ſahe us 
wee, i e,, 1 E 
+ Nullum omnino codicem Ecclefiis Græcis in uſu fu ſſe 
eredo, niſi qui ad mutilatos, quos dicimus, deſeriptus nit. 
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* the diſputation, falſiy aſcrib d to Athanaſius, per- 
haps might meet with a perfeft Greek copy: and 


| ſwer.to another queſtion, viz. How the true copy 
at laſt came to light again? | 


 fitions ſhould happen, or that Facundus ſhould 
fay true: eſpecially when . theſe few remarks on 


neceſſity of comparing ſuch tranſcripts with ti 
_ originals, by Irenzus; to whoſe writings. til 
ſolemn adjuration is annex'd: Adjuro te per Di 


manner, thro' ſuch a train of wild /uppoſition;, 
ther bare poſſibility, I fear he would (till paſs for 
a ſpurious pretender. And yet all tbis the judi- 
cious Dr. Mill could ſeem to believe, rather than 
this one ſuppoſition, which is alſo well atteſted, 


of the eighth verſe: for allow but this, and there 


it was eaſy to be done. Surely they were not ſo 
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250 years after Cyprian, the ſpurious Author of 


then all was ſet right. And ſo we have his an. 


I believe bis account will ſatisfy very few: if 
any man: ſhould trace his pedigree after this 


and improbable imaginations of this and the o- 


that St. Cyprian's words were his interpretation 


was no need of racking. his invention at this 
rate. And PII appeal to men of candor, which 
of the 7wo 1s more probable ; that all the/e ſupps- 


the Doctor's imaginary account, ſhall be duly 
conſidered. . 33 

1. Why ſhould he ſuppoſe, they who were at 
the pains or expence, and had leiſure of tran- 
ſcribing, would not be at a very little more, to 
review and examine their tranſcripts? which is (6 
natural and uſual, in matters of much leſs mo- 
ment than what concerns the intereſts of anothe 
life, which to the primitive Chriſtians were ver) 
dear. While they had the original in their hands 


careleſs as the Doctor makes them to be: it ap 
pears what ſenſe they had in early times, of ti: 


minum Jeſum, ut conferas poſtquam ran 


Authoring of 1 J oH 5. 7. 


ccc. I adjure thee who ſhall tranſeribe this. took, 
by the Lad Feſus Chriſt, and by bis glorious ap- 


pearance ta judge the quick and the dead, that thou 
compare after thou' baſt tranſcrib d, and amend it 
by the original very carefully. To which purpoſe 


St. Fobn's words, Rev. 22. 18, 19. are probably 


to be underſtood, as a terror to all negligent and 
deceitful tranſcribers of bis books. 
But the Doctor pretends the perſecution of the 


Chriſtians, and their not daring io aſſemble but in 


the night, might hinder them: /o far were they 
from baving leiſure to review their books, that they 
could not aſſemble but before day *. As it this hin- 


det'd them from examining or comparing their 


copies at home. Muſt they needs do it in a pub- 


lic aſſembly ? rather was it not much better to 


be done in private? Therefore the Doctor has 


another imagination to help it out; and that is, 
that Chriſtians were in ſuch eager haſte to catch 
the ſacred copies, that they carry'd them off as they 
were T. As if, after ſo much pains or expence 
for a copy, they would not take care to have it 


right. . Beſides, if the deſire was /o great, then 


we may conclude the-tranſcripts were very many, 


of ſo ſhort an epiſtle. And ſince all the Tran- 


ſcribers could not make the ſame miſtake, nor 
many of them, I aſk, 

2. Why. muſt only. this one defeftive copy be 
carry'd away into remote countries, to, become 


the fruitful parent of all the copies in the world 
that we can find; and all the erhers ſtay behind, 


or never be heard of more? Is this likely? 
Were not the poſſeſſors of the other copies (which 


he ſuppoles there were) as much perſecuted and 
| K 2. ſcatter'd 


= 


* Adeo non vacabant recenfioni librorum, ut ne quidem | 


convenire 1is licuerit niſi ante lucem. 
+ Libri cum primum exarati, avidiſſimè à Chriſtianis ar- 


repti ſint, et in varias regiones diſtracti. 
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Gatter as the poſſeſfor of this one faulty 1 
And if they 2 — away ibeirs, hls there 

would Wess been ſome more and better ns of 
them than what f is pretended from Cy. 

3. Had not the Chyitans' of that time often 
heard St. Jobn: 's epiſtle tend to them, before they 
had it tranſcrib'd, as well as aſter? This was the 
conſtant practice of their aſſemblies, to read ſome 
part of the Goſpels and the Apoſtles writings, as 
Fuſtin Martyr and Tertullian tell us in their 4. 
pologios: which the Apuſtle Paul expected, and 
ſometimes requir'd to be done; Col. 4. 16. 
1 Theſſ. 5. 27. Therefore if there had been an o- 
miſſion in the tranſcript, would not ſome or other 
eaſily have mii d ſo memorable a paſſage as 1biſ 
text contains? *Tis fo ſingular and remarkable, 
that the omiſſion could ſcarcely be unobſery'd, 
when they came to read it over again, 
4. Why ſhould he ſuppoſe again (to back his 
formir hard ſuppoſition) that any Chriſtians would 
ſo evilly treat the ſacred Scriptures, as-toftrike out 
the words in earth, for' ſeeming to be ſuperfluous ? 
Had they fo | ittle reverence for thele Jacred re- 
cords, as to daſh out what they liked not? And 
yet with thoſe words the ſenſe and context are 17 
way diſturbd: there are an hundred texts which 
contain words more ſeemingly needleſs, and more 
hard to be accounted for, and which may as well 
be ſpared, if we make our own fancy the judge, 
as theſe words, which have indeed no difficulty 
at all in them; and yet I am well ſatisfy'd thoſe 
Chriſtians never would, nor did preſume to daſh 
them out of their copies, upon this day prot, 
that they were ſuperfluous, 

5. Doth Cypriaz, after all, ſay one word of any 
ſucbh thing, as his having had a better copy than 
the reſt of the churches had? Not a word; and 
yet 


Authority, of 1 I JohN 5. 7. 
yet one would think he ſhould not wholly forbear 


any after. him ſay they found ſuch. a correct copy, 


or that ever they underſtood he had one? And 


what became of this valuable $regfurva after it had 
got into theſe ſafe hands? For, 

6. How came it that St. 2 ſo long * 
bim, in a neighbouring church, knew nothing of 
this natter? and that in his diſputes with the 
Arians, none ſhould let him know what might 
have been ſo ſerviceable to him? In ſuch times 
of eager conteſts, it muſt have ſoon floen about 
into the neighbourhood, when adjacent Biſbops 
fo frequently met and canfer'd ; and the rather, 
becauſe Cyprian, and others after him, muſt 
know that other copies were defective in this place, 
and therefore it concern'd them to: ſend intelli- 
gence to all round about them, how the /rue text 


ſtood: and yet the Doctor grants that St. Auſtin 


knew not of it. And therefore I think it very 
apparent there was no Juch thing as Cyprian's 
having ſuch @ copy, not withſtanding the Doctor 
could ſay. certiſimum eft, upon no manner of e- 
vidence but his uſing boſe expreſſions which are 
already otherwiſe accounted for; and of which 


Mr. Du Pin lays, it is net certain that $1. Cyprian 
quoted $t, John's words. and Father Simon, that 


without doubt he did or. 

By cheſe things! it appears, that Dr. Mill not 
only could not give any true account, how it 
really came to pals that all the Greet manuſcripts 
and writers ſhould be ignorant of this verſe, and 
yet Cyprian recover is from the original; but 
that ſetting his imagination to work, he could 
not ſo much as invent or contrive a way, how it 
could poſſibly. be done, with any tolerable ſb of 
Probability, or conſiſtency of circumſtances. 


king me notice of ſo happy an event. Or do 
ter 


Since ee he has made ſuch a ſaprixing 


2 conclufion 
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concluſion in favqur of this text, ſo unſuitable to 


See letter 


bis premiſes, and againſt all the rules of criticiſm; 
in preferring one copy to all the copies beſides 
one Father to all the Fathers; nay rather, with- 
out one copy, rejecting all the manuſcript co- 
pies; and ſetting one ſuppoſed, at beſt but dubi. 


ous, teſtimony of one or two Fathers againſt all 


the certain evidences from all copies and all the 


Fathers for near 500 years: I ſay, ſince it is 
thus, I cannot wonder at the remark made by 
the tamous Le Clerc upon the Do#or's great can- 
dor and juſtice in ſtating the evidence, and his 
{trange caution in concluding againſt it; in the 
preface to Kuſter's edition: If Dr. Mill (fays 
he in relation to his text) hath not concluded here 
like a judicious critic, yet certainly he hath ſhown 
himſelf to be a candid and ingenuous man, in 
froducing the arguments which effectually over- 
turn bis own opinion: nor would I impute it to 
his want of judgment, that be was not moved 
by the weight of the arguments, ſo much as to, a 
rt of men, who are wont ſpitefully o reproach 


of Mr. La thoſe who freely own the truth; as if they fa- 


Croze, 


Poſtſcript 
to the Re- 


70. 


vaur d I know not what beręſies, merely becanfe 
they will not argue againſt em from corrupted 
texts.. Truly the beſt men are ſometimes under a 
neceſſity of giving way to the froward, which we 
muſt forgive. . | | 
And yet at the ſame time I willingly conſent, 
that his great learning, his indefatigable labour, 
"SL | his 
di acutum Criticum hic ſe minimè præſtitit Mibius, at 
certè ingenuum et candidum virum'ſe oftendit, in proferendis 
rationibus, quibus ſententia, quam ipſe amplexus eſt, evertitur. 
Nec tam ejus judicio aſcripſerim, quod rationum pondere ſe 
permoveri non paſſus fit, quam 77s qui liberè veritatem pro- 
feſſos maligne infamare ſolent, quaſi hæreſibus neſcio quibus 
faverent, quia nolunt eas depravatis locis oppugnari. Scilicet, 
optimi quique viri factioſis nonnihil concedere neceſſe ſæpè 
1 quod facile ignoſcimus. Clerici Epift. de Editione 
Hudtanà. ; n g 


* 
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his accurate Judgment, and worthy defign, in this 
noble undertaking, ſhall not fail to perpetuate his 


high efteem, and very honourable remembrance 


to remoteft ages. Nor indeed is his judgment 
given in this point, but with the modeſty of one 
ready, upon better information, to alter it; which 
he ſeems to ſuſpect there might be ground for, in 
the cloſe of bis Di * 8 


HAF. IV. | 
The Addreſs to bath Houſes of Goomeation. 


HATEVER reſtraints Dr. Mill, in his 


c_ his mind more openly, they affect not your 
Lordſbips and the reverend Clergy in Convocation ; 


whom, with all the reſpect due to ſo venerable a 


body, and with the humility of a ſupplicant, I 


private capacity, might lie under, from de- 


beſeech to conſider of this matter, as in the fight 


of God; whether here be not ſufficient evidence 
that this text ei ther cer/ainly, or at lealt very pro. 
bably, never was originally in the holy writings of 
St. John, but unwarrantably tbraft in in later 
times. And if fo, whether from the conſcien- 


tious regards you bear to the ſacred Scriptures, 


they ought not be purg'd of all ſuch injurious ad- 
ditions. In order to which, permit me, I pray, 
without the leaſt affe#ation of being your monitor, 
or the arrogance of an aſſuming dictator, humbly 
to beſpeak your very ſerious thoughts upon theſe 
following confiderations. 

1. Whether ſuch evidence, as is brought a: 
gainſt Ibis verſe before us, would not be judg'd 
by you ſufficient againſt any paſſage i in any claſſic 


author whatever ? Would not ſuch a . pre 
SPST ſently 


„ Meliora, fi quid nene cue dederit ** dies, 
diſcere parato. 


* 


An „„ 


ſently be pronounc d ſpuriaus and be biongh 
under a deleatum by the unhani mous voice of the 
critics, when they-had- no. concern in it, but to 
judge what is true and genume, and what not? 
Nay, would a court of juditature allow any pa. 
ragraph to be good, in a writing of conſequence; 
for which no more, and againſt which ſo much 
can be fairly ſaid ? And will not the ſame ſincerity 
and impartiality well become us in his, which we 
can not only Well juſtify, but commend in the 
examination of other writings ? Shall we preſs 
men to take that for evidence here, which will 


pals no where elſe ? 
7714 


2. Whether an awful regald' to that d 
anathema, or denunciation left on record by 
John, Rev. 22. 18. againſt all who aud to, or di. 
miniſß from his writings; will permit yo to be 
unconcern'd in the matter before you? It cannot 
be ſuppoſed that zhoſe words ſhou'd not, at leaft 
by parity of reaſon, concern his other writings, as 
well as the Revelation; eſpecially when we re- 
member how general the precept was, not to add 
nor to diminiſb, Deut. 4. 2. Prov. 30. 6. The 
threatning is very ſevere : God ſhall add 10 bin 
the plagues that are written in this book, are words 
of ſo much tterrour, as will ſufficiently juſtify yout 
Lordfhips and the reverend'Clergy's utmoſt caution 
to avoid them ; whatever more careleſs people 
may think or ſay. Whether the keeping in an 
unjuſt addition to the word of God, when tis our 
part and in our power to rectify it; comes or not 
within the prohibition, none concern'd can think 
below their ſober conſideration. It might per- 
ha aps come in with leſs guilt thro ignorance; than 
it can be kept in, when tlie fallt, is diſcover*d. - 
The Oradtes of G ate a ſacked: 4 0b, | 
lodged with the church; Rom. 3. 2. To them are 
committed the Oracles of Gard; ; in this truſt ſurely, 


eb 


» 
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that bey be kept inviolable, and be tranſmitted. 
to poſterity pure and clean from all known buman 
additions : whoſe authority is ſo infinitely inferior. 
to the words of God, that they ought not know- 
ingly to be incermix'd. therewith 3 eſpecially by 
thoſe who are the ſtewards of 1he,myſieries of God, 
and who expect that others ſhould ſeek the lam at 
their mouths; of whom *tis requir'd. that they be 
found faithful. | 
Our #wentieth article tells us, The * 15 2 
witneſs and keeper of Holy Writ : and therefore, 
muſt. not bear either falſe or uncertain witneſs in 
ſo ſolemn a matter, as to ſay that is Holy Wrie, 
which ſhe has the greateſt reaſon; to judge is not. 
ſuch. *Tis a diſmal thing to have it ſaid to your 
flocks, Thus ſaith the Lord, when the Lord hath 
not ſpoken it: and a hard taſk it is on him that 
reads this in the church for St. Fobn's words, 
who doth not believe i: to be ſuch. | 
3. Whether the honour and intereſt of our holy. 
religion will not be better ſerv*d by diſowning in- 
genuouſly what we find to be an error, even tho it 
have long paſs'd as current as iruth ? Weak peo- 
ple, I confeſs, may be apt to cry out of innova- 
lion (as upon all ſorts of reformation) That reli- 
gion is ſubverted, that all is uncertain, &c. Arch- 
bilbop Laud once made ibis. ſad complaint : - 
ben errors aregrown by age and continuance to 
 frength, they which ſpeak for the truth, tho it be 
far older, are ordinarily cballeng d for the bringers- 
in of new opinions : and there is no greater abſur- 
dity ftirring this day in Chriſtendom, Sc. This 
indeed may grieve a good man; but muſt ;7u/b 
and piety therefore be ſacrificed to the ignorance 
and per verſeneſo of men? Muſt we then propheſy 
to them ſmooth- things, only becauſe. they love to 
have it ſo; and not ecquaint them wag their er- 


1 


in - Preface again Fiſher. 
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rors, becauſe they'll” murmur againſt us? I re- 
member St Paul once made ſome of his friends 
to become his enemies, by telling them tbe trutb, 
Gal. 4. 16. God forbid that any of his ſucceſſors 
ſhould be ſo diſcourag'd by it, as not to tell the 
truth, for fear of making men their enemies. 
If fo, we ſhould appear to take more cafe of 
ourſelves, than of the intereſts of Chrift and his 
religion. : 8 = vs tare 
Fardon me, if I ſpeak with humble freedom, 
what I think not of without real grief, that this 


falſe notion of peace has often well nigh ruin'd 


_ religion. Chriſtianity had never come in, if our 


bleſſed Maſter had ſtifled the iruth for fear of diſ- 


quieting the family, by dividing the father againſt 


the ſon, and the mother againſt the daughter, Luke 
12. 51, 52, 53. This political wiſdom, which 
is firft peaceable, and tben, or never, is pure; is 
Juſt the reverſe of that wiſdom from above, which is 
firſt pure. If it be poſſible, we muſt live peaceably 
with all men, Rom. 12. 18. but, we can do no- 
thing againſt the truth, ſays the ſame Apoſtle, 
2 Cor. 13. 8. u dwarov muſt give place to d d- 
bft da. FN 74 3 

For true religion is never more in credit, than 
when her votaries, and eſpecially her guides and 
teachers, who miniſter in her holy offices, deal ſin- 
cerely and openly in things appertaining to God: 
Not walking in craftineſs, nor handling the word 
of God deceitfully, but by manifeftation of the truth 
commending tbemſelves to every man's conſcience in 
the fight of God. Not by putting falſe colours 
upon what they know they cannot juſtify, or ſeek- 
ing to deceive men in ſacred matters; which 
being once difcover*d, weak: minds are apt to 


think the worſe of religion, for «what is none of 


Ber fault, but is acted in a plain violation of ber 
laws. X 


\ 
\ 


Nothing 


| Authority of 1 Jonn''s.. 7. 
Nothing will tend more to *harden unbelievers 


in their unjuſt ſuſpicions and reproaches; than 
to ſee that no amendment can be obtain*d- upon 


the moſt manifeſt diſcovery of an error; but that 


right or wrong,” their teachers and guides will 
continue with reſolution, what they find came in by 


miſtate, What will it avail for honeſt men to fudy 
and inquire after truth, when the convincing of men 
will not make them reform ? As if reformation 
was ſuch an unreaſonable thing, that it were bet- 
ter to continue our faults, when they can't be Fer- 


ſalen with a general approbation. 
In the caſe before you, *tis to late to FACT 


the evidence againſt the text I have treated of; it 
has been long oblerv*d, oft objected, and much 


needs ſatisfaction. And if your Lordſhips and the 
Reverend Clergy ſhall pleaſe to inſtruct us, by 
better evidence, that there is no wrong done to 
the zext of St. Jobn; or, being convinced that 
there is, ſhall hereupon promote a juſt alteration 
of this in our printed books, according to all the 
Greek manuſcripts, that ſo your people may fee 
that, at leaſt, you take it for doubtful ; will not 
bis upright method ſhew to the world, that you 
are fair and ingenuous beyond exception, and 
that you ſeek after truth in the love of it? This 
ſhall convince tbem that you are their faithful 
guides; which will enable you, in a very ſerious 


and not far diſtant hour, with St. Paul, (rich and 


bappy in the ineſtimable treaſures of a good con- 
ſcience) to make that triumphant boaſt, That 
with ſimplicity aud godly fincerity, and not with 
fiefoly, or worldly, wiſdom, by the grace of God, 
Jou bave atted towards the world, and towards 
your flocks. 


I think I may ſafely add, that a e 


will greatly ſilence the cavils of the anbirſcrip- 


1 when they object the ** readings in 


the 


3 . „ 
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the Ran copies of the New Ti ante, To 
which *tis a very good anfwer, that theſe. diffe- 
rences are only in circumſtances, or in matters of 
very little conſequence to religion; and which it is 
morally impoſſible ſhould be otherwiſe, in a book 
ſo oft tranſcrib'd,' and in ſo long a tract of time. 
In other inſtances 'tis truly ſo; the differences are 


very ſmall, as Dr. Mill's collection the various 


readings doth abundantly ſnew. But would not 
this anſwer be ſomewhat clearer. and frouger, if 
juſtice were done to the text in the point J have 


Z argu'd? I know not ane inſtance which interferes 


wich the aboveſaid anſwer ſo much as this. How 
ſhall we ſay that this text is of ſmall conſequence 
in religion, which is ſo oft alledg'd by preachers 
and xoriters, as of eminent force in proof of a 
fundamental article of Chriſtianity? Is it not pity 
we ſhould needlefy leave them ſuch an unjuſt pre- 
tence? Were it not better to cut off all occaſion 
from them, who ſeek occaſion to cenſure the holy 
Scriptures, when we can fo truly and juſtly do it? 
becauſe there really is 10 difference in the Greek 
copics, but all of them agree in wanting ibis 
verſ e; ſo that the objection appears ſtonger than 
it 7s, or than it ought to appear. 

4. Doth not the /xih article of our church ex- 
dude this verſe from being @ part of thoſe boly 


Scriptures which be receives? for it tells us, that 


by the Scripture ſhe underſtands. thoſe canonical 
books of the Old and New Teſtament, of whoſe au- 
thority was never am doubt in the church, Is not 
the caſe the ſame with any part of thoſe books? 
And will any venture to ſay there zever was, or 


that at preſent there is not very great doudit of this 


verſe in the church? Whereas if there be any 
doubt for it, tis the utmoſt cht can be made of 
Dev Mails I” en I 

. Whether 
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5. Whether im our prixted bibles ſome words 
are not omitted, or by a ſmnaller or different 
charaBer viſibly diſtinguift'd as doubtſulʒ; far 
which there is far greater authority, than . 
under conſideration ? Nay, bit is done in 
very Epiſtle of St. Jobn, ch. 2. w. 23. Dr. A 
has ſhown that thoſe words, Heithat arknatoledges 


i be Son, balb ibe Farber alſo; are in ſeveral va- 


luable copies, and antient 'verfons, and in the 
Fathers, even in St. Cyprian too: and yet being 
wanting in many otber copies, the wiſdom of itbe 
[church hath markꝰd them for dubious,” to ſhe m hon 


cautious ſhe was there, not to put wrong or an- 


certain Scripture upon ber members. Net (are 
is a text in the ſame Epiſtle, which has not one 
quarter, nay,” I think J may truly ſay, las: mot 
any of that-authority for it; and which us once 


in the /ame caſe, diſtinguiſh by /maller- churur- 
ters, as of le certain authority, from che in- | 
ning of the reformation :' and now the: 

caution is withdrawn, this is udvanc'd iatbicthe 


rank of undonbted text, whereas the other is left 


as it was. Which however ſerves to ſhew us, 
what we may fairly expect in reaſon ſhould be 
done, by ſuch a tert as has nothing, even of that 
leſſer evidence, which hath not: yet ad vanc di the 
other into the wndowbred text, If there had mot 


been ſome more occaſion for one than for the vaber, 
tis poſſible they had both remain d in the ſame 


ſtate. Therefore, 1 Fuoh 
6. It may reaſonably be edel, whether 
there be any more evidence for this. text, ſinee the 
Reformation? The preſent current notionsgfithe 
Trinity were receiv'd iben as much as n per- 
haps more; * yet as Luther would not put ne 
into the tex: 

nor durſt Bullinger take it in, ſo gur old id¹,jſ 


n amy edition of his Geymariqaible, 
in Henry VIII's and Edward VI's time, had abie/e 
7 X by TIP FED | T3 | <1 404 avords 
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words of the ſeventh verſe, and the words in earth, 
in the eigbtb, in ſmall letters, and ſometimes in 
a parentheſis; to ſhew they were not to be eſteem- 
ed of the ſame certain authority with the other 
parts of the Epiſtle, becauſe the manuſcripts want- 
ed them. In Queen Elizabeib's Bible, 1566, I 
find the ſame; and her later Bibles were the firſt 
which took them in, as they now are, between 
1566, and 1380. but whether by the influence 
of the Convocation which interven'd, I know not. 
And if it was a dubious text then, ſome may aſk 
what further evidence ariſes ſince to have cauſed 
this change? Has any antient valuable Greek na- 
- #uſcript newly appear d? Yes; the moſt valuable 
F all, the Altxandrian manuſcript, has ſince that 
time been brought among us: but alas! 25s has 
added great weight to the evidence againſt it. 
Beſides, Eraſmus's Britiſh copy, and the Complu- 
tenlian Teſtament, and the miſtake about S/ephens's 
© ſeven manuſcripts, were not underſtood to be ſo 
void of all weight, as no they appear to be; If 
the firſt reformers then had as much evidence for 
it, and thought they had more than we can now 
think we have, and not ſo much to ſay agarnft it 
as we; and yet they judg'd it but juſt to leave it 
doubi ful: how is it that we ſhall juſtify heir ſuc- 
ceſſors, who have ventured upon what they dared 
Nay, if your Lordſbips and the reverend Clergy 
don't think this text to be certainly ſpurious, I 
would humbly propoſe, whether it be not moſt 
likely to be ſo? And then whether it be not ſafer 
to put it out, than to keep it in the place *tis in? 
- Nay, whether it be not at leaſt dubious ? and then 
whether it ought not to be mark d as /uch, for your 
people's obſeryation ? I beſeech you, let us but 
obtain ſo much as I think your ſelves will, and as 
the frft reformers did ſee to be juſt: and reaſon- 


able, or convince us that this requeſt is not % 1 
elſe 


elſe what remains, but to ſit down, wonder. and 
_ deſpair ? *Tis but an eaſy ſtep, and will be well 
warranted, to return to that which our firft re- 
formers wiſely and. unblameably did. It can be 
no reproach to be as juſt to the people as ih 
were; and to return again with reaſon, to that 
which has been alter'd without reaſon. . 

7. Laſtly, the great importance of the ſub- 
jet matter of this mych-doubted texts, well de- 
ſerves your moſt impartial judgment upon it. 
The, doctrine of - the bleſſed Trinity is purely de- 
pendent on revelation; variouſly: underſtood. by 

Chriſtians, both of the Clergy and Laity; and 
bound upon the Members of the church by very 
direful anatbemas,; ſcarce any more terrible, ex- 
cept that of St. Jobn againſt ſuch as ſhall add to 
or take from his writings. Now ſince it is to 
the Scriptures, that you make appeal for proof 
of this Doctrine, and for the right. underſtanding 
of it; it is moſt juſt. that in ſo ſolemn a matter 
you warn your flocks not to be miſled, by miſ- 
taking an un ee modern adlditias for an 
inſpired oracle. 

pretend not to make any interpretation of 
the words, till their authority be prov'd: but 
moſt judicious: expoſitors underſtand hee three 
are one, of an unity of conſent, or in witneſs- 
bearing; as Bullinger, Calvin, Beza, and many 
other, both Proteftant and Popiſh writers. 

But let em ſignify much or little, in the con- 
troverſy about the philoſophical. nature of the 
three per ſous; yet as tbey are always likely to be 
drawn into the ſervice of what is moſt; prevalent 
and current, ſo it is certain the common people 
have their eyes upon his, more than on any un- 
doubted text in the Bible, in this controverſy. 
And /o far they muſt; be deceiv*d, i, it be pu- 
rious. And it is in your Lordſhips and the C lergy' $ 
power to let em know it, and to refer em to 
| 0. her 
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aber texts, en you' can oe them . 

Nor is line any doubt 10 be made, »bats« "the 
.cpeopleithiak » ſame branches of the Liturgy have 
their main foundation on this one doubled Text. 
When they hear, three perſons and one God, in 
the fourth petition of the Litany; and whowwith 
thee and the Holy Ghoſt ever Jiveth and reigneth one 
Cod, in the Doxologies'; they think nothing in 


ithe New Teſtament ſo like it as this dubious text. 


it? 


And will you not think it great pity, that 
your people ſhouꝰd build fo weighty things on 
ſu ch a anne undaduk, if Jour ſelves ſo Judge 


I ſpe ak this, becauſe I. knew not any ol kur 


text thee aireBly or clearly: fays the ſame thing, 


vix. that ib Father, Word and Spirit, are one. 


They are not join'd in one doxotogy, nor indeed 
do I find any given to the Holy Spirit in the Neo 


 Teftament,' either jointly or ſeparately ; much leſs 


is the Spirit ſaid to be one with the Father and 
ibe Son. I read of one Spirit, one Lord, one God 


and Father, Eph. 4. but not that theſe three are 


one. And if there be no other text which 
ſays ibis, it is not the more likely to have 
been St. Foby*s ſaying here; but the more grie- 
vous to have it inſerted by: wy Who N not 
Bis authority. 


Whether, upon the whole, ibis paſſage ſhall 
by your direction, in our printed books, de kaich 


diſoron'd and mark'd as formerly, or better vindi- 


del neee r; bur if wise of dlc, be dene, 


and if preachers and writers ſtill go on, without 


due regard to juſtice and their own efteem, to urge 
Ibis as an authority, after all that is ſaid to ſhew it 


has none; I apprehend, there are many under- 


ſtanding Chriſtians will be _ to o think they are 


not ot fairly dealt with. 


And | 
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And I hope it ſhall not be thought to proceed 
from any want of due veneration for your Lord- 
eib abdthe vr er H? Clergy; if an high eſteem of 
the: leariing; the” fiatehrems, integrity, and heatty 
zeal for our holy retigion and rhe facred” Serip- 
tures, which they are perſuaded dwell with an 
Engliſh convocation, ſhall excite many of your 
people, as well as of the Clergy, to ſome expects: 
tions in this matter. | 


I ſhall only ſet down the Aries and requeſt 


of Bugenbagius, a Lutheran Divine: having ob- 


ſerv'd this verſe to be put in, without any rea- 


ſonable pretence of authority, and having ex- 


claim d againſt it as an impious bold addition to - 


theſacred Scripture, and what (he ſays) eftabli/hts 
the Arians blaſphemy, and therefore ſuſpected was 


their comtrivance; he concludes, 7 beſeech = 


printers, .and ſuch learned men as are aidi 
them, that when at any time hereafter they aire re- 
print the Greek Teftament, they leave out that ad- 
dition, aud ſo reffore the Greek to its 2 e U- 
rity, for the love of truth, and the glory of 

With which requeſt, I humbly hope your 2 
ſhips and the reverend Clergy will ſee or reaſon 
to comply; and the rather, becauſe I am inſtruc- 
ted by a very great Prelate (who was once 
the head of ſurh a convecation, and very tender 
of the church's honour) That the church is not ſo 
bound up, that ſhe may not, on juſt and farther 


evidence, reviſe what' may in any. cafe have ſlipt 


by her. Whether this be not one of thoſe caſes, 
'S kubmicted to your impartial and diſcerning 
judgment. 


*Obſeccro igitur Chalcagaghes et eruditos Viros qui 'Chal- 


cographis adſunt, ut Aa furſum poſthac N. Teſt. grace ex- 
cudendum elt, illam additionem omittant, et ita reſtituant 


Græea fu priori integritati et puritati, propter veritatem, ad 


gloriam Dei bn Ex Tone. ' 
+ ABp Laud'; 2 2 * F iſher. 
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Jn rub the adareſs I hive made to 
your Lordſhips and the reverend Clergy, is for 
the matter of it ſo reaſonable and nece ry, and 
may with ſo much good conſcience and juſtice to 
truth be comply*d with; that J am embolden'd 
again to renew it, with the earneſtneſs which be- 
comes a matter of ſo great importance to the 
honour of our holy religion. 
It might indeed in your wiſdom "FEY meet 
to wait a-while, to ſee what could be faid in 
defenee of the words, which are charg'd to be 
an interpolation of the true and facred text, 
before the convocation ſhould determine what to 
do with hem. But fince no man has attempted 
it to any purpofe, and all feem ſilent under the 
imputation of ſo great a wrong done to the holy 
Scripture and the Church of God; and ſince I can 
learn nothing from the public, either from the 
convocation or the preſs, why our common bibles 
ſhould not in this place be regulated according 
to the true original, as I "ſka humbly propoſed ; 
I have 5; conlgghl in private what any of the Clergy 
or others have to ſay in excuſe of it. And tho 
J do not think the reverend Biſbops or Clergy in 
convocation will abide by any ſuch ſlender apolo- 
gies, yet for the ſatisfaction of * F 


% 
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j will- ſet them down here, and conſider the force 
of them. 

Excuſe 1. There is no neeed to urge this mat- 
ter any farther, ſay ſome, becauſe ibis text is 
given up already, and is allowed by learned men 
not to be genuine. 


Reſp. Theſe men do indeed ati that the 


text ought to be given up, as paſt all juſt defence z 


but 'tis very wrong to ſay, tis enough that a 


few learned men know it. The Bible is a pub- 
lit book, for the uſe of all, and is tranſlated for 


the uſe of the unlearned; and for their good it 


ſhould be ſet out free from all known corruptions. 


And the learned, who know this text is to be 
given up, ſhould honeſtly let the world know it 
too, who are as much concerned as they, But 


tis never given up fairly, till it be left out of our 


printed copies; nor is it declared to be dubious, 
till it be again marked in ſmall letters. Let a 
difference be made between what is given up, 
and what is not ſo, leſt ſome think other even 
genuine texts be given up too, tho they ſtand 
unmar K d, ſince this ſtands ſo. But alas ! *tis vain 
to ſay *tis given up, while *tis read undiſtin- 
guiſh'd in the church, and urged from the pul- 
pit, in proof of a fundamental point of religion: 

and while commentators ſtill deliver it as their 


opinion that *cis. genuine, and according to the 


true original of St. John. Which Dr. Fells, 
tho without anſwering the arguments againſt it, 


and therefore without juſt reaſon, has not feared . 


to do, in his late Expoſition of this epiſtle; and 
yet he is one who has appear'd in the controverſy 


this text relates to, and has had the arguments 
againſt its genuineneſs laid before him, in Dr. 


Clark's letter to him, and therefore ought to 


haye conſidered this matter, and if he could, 
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to have anſwered the arguments that lie againſt 


his bare aſſertion. 


Excuſe 2, Others ſay, the words may ſtand 
as they do; beezuſe if St. Fohn has not fad them, 
yet other texts ſay the ſame thing. 

Reſp. *Tis not ſo; as has been ſaid already, 
p. 160. I never found any ſeriouſly pretend to 


Wi only that they could by con/equence. infer 


the like, as they imagined; and others deny it. 
And muſt a doubtful conſequence of one text be 
thruſt into another part of Scripture as expreſs 
text? What Scriprure ſhall we have at-this rate, 
if every Church or party may put their diſpu- 
table interpretations into the ſacred text ? Some 
may think three infinite minds to be proved by 
good conſequence (as they imagine) from ſome 
texts; others that tbree infinite modes are the three 
perſons, Father, Son, and Holy Spirit : ſhall this 
therefore be put into the text, viz. And theſe 
three infinite Minds are one, or theſe tbres infinite 
Modes are one? I ſee not but the ſame apology 
would ſerve them as well, as it. does in the pre- 
ſent caſe. We are not ſeeking what other texts 
fa imply, but what St. John has expreſh 
al 
Excuſe 3. Others ſay, that St. Cyprian (on 
whoſe miſtaken authority the cauſe has chiefly 
reſted hitherto) does however own the ſenſe of theſe 
words, if he did not find them in the text; ſince he 
makes 1t the interpretation of the next words, in 
which he judg'd St. Jobn to have ſaid the ſame 
in 
Reſp. What if St. Cyprian did ſuppoſe fo, VIZ. 
that the Vater, Blood, and Spirit, might be ac- 


commodated to the "Father, Son, (for he does 


not ſay the Word) and Spirit? Shall St. Cypriav's 
little fancy be put into the text? Is St. Cyprian's 


authority as good as St, Fobn's? I inquire E 
"= 
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what Cyprian ſays. If Cyprian had any g 
reaſons for ſuch an interpretation of the three 
witneſſes in the next words, I hope they will 
ſtill be heard, when produced; and ſo long as 
this text, about the Water, Blood, and Spirit, 
ſtands undoubted, there will always be this proof 
of the Trinity in Unity left ſafe and ſound for 
the followers of St. Cyprian, in all the clearneſs 
and ſtrength it had in St. Cyprian's time. But 
then let it only be proved from theſe genuine 
words of St. John, and Jet not the ſuppos d infe- 
rence be thruſt into the text, to make it paſs 
more current; ſince a human inference may with 
modefty be queſtioned, when a divine oracle is 
immediately affented to as facred. _ Tal 
Excuſe 4. Laſtly, Some think 1 beſt to have 
it paſs for the printer's fault, in omitting to put 
the words in ſmall letters, as was uſual, without 
any order. hy. Wk | 
Keſp. But are not the reverend Biſhops and 
the Clergy the overſeers both of the Church, and 
of the ſacred depaſitum of the holy Scriptures, 
that they be kept undepraved for the edification 
of their flocks? Have they not had time ſuffi- 
cient, theſe hundred years and more, to eſpy this 
fault, and to amend it? Nay, tis plain they have 
approv'd it, for tis read in the church as ſacred 
Text; *tis oft preach'd on, and alledg'd in 
proof even of what is accounted the moſt fun- 
damental article of the Chriſtian Faith. Add to 
this, that our Bible has been reviſed and amend- 
ed by the new tranſlators, ſince this interpolation 
crept in; and yet they have continued it as it 
was. So that I think the fault is taken off from 
the Printers; and where it ought next to be 
laid, is an inquiry which I humbly hope your 
Lordſbips and the A Clergy, in faithfulneſs 
3 to 


Tbs 
St. Jobn has ſaid, and _ theſe. men tell me only 
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to your flocks, and in love to the truth, and at 


the earneſt deſires of the very Laity “, will by 


an effectual and timely amendment of the miſtake 
wholly ſuperſede as needleſs : that inſtead of ſuch | 

Yr excuſes and evaſions, men may be taught 
honeſtly to confeſs the truth, and to be content 


with the ſacred Text, as God and his Holy Spi- 


rit gave it, rather than deſire to have it amend. 
ed, better to ſuit their own ſchemes and fancies. 
Plalm 119. 128. J efteem all thy precepts to be 


right, but T hate every falſe way. 


See the Layman's Addreſs to the Biſhops and Clergy, pag. 
18. We flatter'd ourſelves, ſome or other of your learned and 
moft venerable order would have given an anſwer to that in- 
quiry, (i e. into 1 John 5. 7.) but inflead of that, wwe have 
of late been alarmed with reports, that a wery learned Critic, 
a member of the Iswer-houſe, Dr. Bentley, Mafter of Trinity- 


College, being an Archdeacon, is upon an edition of | the Greek 


Teftament, and intends to omit that Text. And aue ſee nothing 
in defence thereof, but a ſhort letter written on that occaſion 
to the Doctor, by a Layman. This therefore we humbly pray 
may be taken into conſideration. ' 7 
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tation on 1 John 5. 7. There are 
Three that bear Record, &c. 


SHEWING 


The Inſufficiency of his Proofs, and 
the Errors of his Suppofitions ; by which 
he attempts to eſtabliſh the Authority of 
that Text from n ſeubeſe Manuſcri Ps. 
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We di ſadvanbages Mr. Martin Iabours under. 


I. In not being able to. produce one antient ge- 
nuine Greek writer who cites the text. 
II. Nor ove antient Greek manuſcript, wherz 
the text is this day to be found. 
III. Nor one credible ay 5 hel that ſays di- 
rectly be bad ever ſeen ſuc a manuſcript: 


CHAP.” ML 


I, The flate of the old Latin Bibles. 

II. St. Jerom's pretended preface. - 

III. Of the old Italic verfon, and the teftims- 
* nies of Victor Vitenſis, Cyprian, _ * 


cherius. 
CHAP. III. 


Of the pretended Greek manuſcripts in later ages. 

I. Laurentius Valla, Caietan, Complutenſian 

editors, and Eraſmus's Codex Britannicus. 
II. The Louvain Divines, and Father Amelot. 

III. The Berlin manuſcript. | 

IV. R. Stephens's manuſcripts. 

V. The ſuppeſititious works of Athanaſius, and 
the confeſſion of the modern Greek church. 


CH AP. IV. 
Mr. Martin's ONE (r ojettions ) configer'd. 


The PREFACE 
THIS Gentleman, whom T propoſe to an- 
{ fuer in the following Treatiſe, bas cer- 
_ tginly fe off his arguments with a great 
deal of adareſs and hen joe flouriſh, I be- 
heve few could have ſaid more upon the point, 
tho perhaps ſome would have choſen to Jay leſs. 
The extract 75 my inquiry in the Hague-jout- 
nal ſeems to have given the occaſion of his diſ- 
ſertation. I had traced the learned Dr. Mill, 
xzra wodas, To whoſe accurate labours, little that 
was new cauld be added. What few remarks 1 
may have made, to clear or ftrengthen ſome 
arguments, Mr. Martin has not always taken 
notice M; fo that I thought at firft he had on- 
hy ſeen the extract, till I obſerved be bas cited 
the pages, which are not inſerted in the journal. 
| Fe bis pious zeal for the credit of 
the Holy Scriptures, but do not think bis in- 
terence juſt, viz. that, if the Text in debate 
be found not genuine, it is rational to ſuppoſe 
the ſame thing may have happened to ſome 
other Texts, whereon the Fach has been 
founded. For if aur Faith be juſtly founded 
ußen any Text, tis becauſe we have better 
proof of its authority; and if we have nat, 
is not faith but credulity, which is no 
 Chriſlgen virtue, And TI believe this Gen- 
tleman cannot give ſuch another inſtance of - 
one important Text rely'd on, which 1 not 
AST = | | etter 
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better proved than this ; nor admits « any one 
elſe, not even the paſſage of Joſephus 27% %, 
upon ſuch lame evidence. Nor can 1 think 
that Man a true friend to the honour f 
Chriſtianity, who declares it muſt ſtand or 
fall with this, or (if there were ſuch / ary 
other Text in the ſame caſe. 
Since therefore he agrees to this, that We 
ought to reject this paſſage if tis not Scrip- 
ture; and I, that we ought to receive it, 
if it be ſo; we are not to fright ourſelves with 
conſequences, to engage our paſſions on one fide 
or on the other, but ſeriouſly, and in the inte- 
grity of our bearts, to inquire and examine 


to the bottom, whether it be a part of Sa- 


cred Writ or not. Only I muſt obſerve, that 


*rewas not fair to ſay, Tt turns only upon the 
ſilence of ſome antient Writers, and the 


omiſſions in ſome Greek manuſcripts of St. 
John's E piſtle, and that nothing elſe can be 
urged ; when we do urge the omiſſion of all 
the Greek manuſcripts, and earneſtly defire 


bim to direct us at leaſt to one, before he bars 


us of this plea, and alſo the omiffion in all 
the genuine antient Greek Writers, as far 


as appears, And till this examination be 


ever, and full ſatigfaction given, he ſhould 
not, 7 think, have called it one af the moſt 
excellent paſſages of the whole Scri pture, 


| beſt he happen to give the preference to a dic- 


tate of ſome ordinary and \erroneous man. 
However Ican't ſaybut My. Martin haswrit- 
ten with decency, and the ci vility ＋ a Gentle 


man; but ſuch treatment muſt not, it ſeems, be 


ba 
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ex Sed from all. Per Hum the pulp it, af 2 
e 12 of 1 BY 3s, IT . pt, ve. 
'ry lately attack'd with heavy cenſures, and 
angry reproaches, in order to vindicate this | 
conteſted Text. TI-ſeems that Dr. Calamy, I 


on the 13th inſtant, thought it the beſt method 
to begin with mens characters rather than | 
with their arguments, and in eck to tell bis | 
people, that very good Men had been for the | 
Text, and ſome very bad or indifferent ones 8 
againſt it : And then he deſcended to parti- 9 
culars; viz. Mr. Le Clerc, Mr. Whiſton, 
and F. 3 as the chief of the oppoſite 
de, who for piety and learning were not to be 
compared with ſome of the other ; tho they are 
well known to be men of aper ior abilities, 
and fingular learning, of whom, if on bis 
fide, perhaps he would have boafted ape as 
great glory. 
As to myſelf, T only complain, that it was 
not very charitable in him to ſay From the 
pulpit, That tho it's true the Text is not in 
the Alexandrian and Vatican copies, yet 
that I (under the name of the Author of the 
Inquiry ) had ſuch an averſion to that doc- 
trine, that if the Text had been in thoſe 
copies, and twenty more, (T think that was. 
the number) he believed 1 would cavil againſt 
it ſtill; and infinuated to the people, as if I 
had attempted 70 huff and hector em out 
of the 2 
I addreſſed my Inquiry to my ſuperiors in 
Convocation ; oa qr 7. did ny ſuper a huf- 


ang and heQoring manner, F * be very 
| _ forry, 


ling to admit the. one, and rej 
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ferry, Face I intended to do it with fair ar-. 
guments and decent reſpect: but I muſt leave 
this to equal judges i 2 have read my Book, 
and let them pronounce whether my Baut, or 
ſuch preaching, have ' more of the buff and 
hector. 

"Twas hard he ſhould be 4 very uncharita-. 

ly confident, , T T would have done, and 

how I-would have acted againft the greate 
evidence, if there had been any in the wo 
Pm perſuaded be can't ſhew wherever I have 
cavill d againſt ſuch evidence as he mention d, 
in any one point of religious diſpute, I can 
tell of ſeveral inflances where I have yielded 
to evidence againſt my former religious opi- 
nions, and againſt my worldly intereſt and 
reputation too : nay, I once valued this ſup- 
poſed Text, as much as I can now any proof 
of its being { purious ; perhaps much more, be- 

cauſe 1 found far more need then to have it for 
me, than 1 do now to get clear of it : he 
yet when evidence did appear aun it, 
did not cavil. 

J appeal to any one of underſtanding, he- 
ther John 10. 30. I and my Father are one, 
be not altogether as oppofite to the opinion of 

ch as are counted Arians, with relation to 
the Deity of Chriſt, as this other Text; and 
yet do T or others cavil at that? | 

I think this ſhould convince any man who 
7s not too | far gone in paſſion and 2 ce, 21 


tis difference of evidence | 3 me Wil- 
the other; 


eh there is 10 more 4 Maeulty (and "I 7 


__ The Parrncy 
find none at all in reconciling the one to my 
oprnions, than the other: And indeed I was. 
as eaſy in my prefent | ſentiments while I did 
nat reject this Fext, but thought it more pro- 
bably gemane, at J am fince. I think this: 
may ſatisfy, : And yet I don't know but he, 
that can brurtily believe the words genmne 
withowt. the authority of one manuſcript, may 
think: it eaſy" for dy to\ diſbehieve:.' on. 

tho' he found em in all. 555 
| 1+ may be obſerved bow; 3 __ bme. are to: 
:nflame their people with imaignation: and 

rage againſ hs ar differ from 3 and 
that in matters they are no-way: capable judges. 

of: e 
in the pulpit with odious cenfures. 

Jam ſorry if tbeſe are fome of the: 1. 
fruits of the, kind indulgence granted, viz. 
10 fall fo foul: upon: otbers,' even before that: 
. 257 finiſhed. J ſuppoſe,” to cenſure amd 
en by name ar marks, is a be which 

kindeft law Jaws never intended: When theje: 

— that Didſenters:/hozld not be difturb= 
4 by others, it auas ſuppoſæd others ſbouid not 
1 FRG oy N Pex: reflexions rom 
them. 

Why cant a point of criticiſm, or hiſtory, 
on an opinion be calmly argued ? —_ 4 
man go into a pulpit without beat and ruin, 
and there produce his evidences fairly? If be 


* 


| 273 
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pulp. rel 


can find none that pleaſe him, he need . 4% 


forward to undertake it, but ſhould not be out 
of humour ; by which tis great odds, out he 
wall expoſe one more than he intended. 


. 
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I meddle not with his arguments, for indeed 
they were deferred till the next; and if bit 
reaſons be as ſtrong in his next turn; asT thought 
his paſſions were in the laſt, it will make much 
more impreſſion on me. And I promiſe bim 
that if be will try me with but half the evi. 
dence, nay with one quarter f tbe twenty 

Greek manuſcripts, which he concluded Ik 
cavil againſt, he ſhall find I am not ſo perverſe 
as he repreſented me. And when be gratifies 
the world with theſe diſcourſes, ' if 12 20100 
come forth as a ſcholar, or rather as a Chri- 

tian, ſerene and ingenuous, and I. fhould judge 
it requiſite to take any notice of them; I af- 
fure'him I am not fo diſturbed, but that I re- 
ally intend to uſe more temper and civility. out 
of the pulpit, than I have ſometimes ſeen in 

2 Tim. 2. it: I remember the ſervant of the Lord 

| 24. 25- muſt not ſtrive," but in meekneſs inſtruct 
| thoſe who oppoſe. 

Tam ſo fenhble that victory, i in angry * 
uncburitable Ari fes, even for truth 1tſelf, bo. 
ever it may gratify our preſent vanity, is yet 
inglorious ; and fo injurious to the intereſts of 
our holy religion, that I am ready to fear; 
what a certain General is ſaid to have re- 

fply'd, when congratulated upon a great but 
ty victory, That a few ſuch victories with 

i undo us. 
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An Anſwer to Mr. Martin's 
Diſſertation on 1 John 5. 7. 
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R. MARTIN, Miniſter of the French 
church at Nrecbt, having publiſhed a 
| Diſſertation in defence of the genuine 
authority of 1 Jobn 5. 7. There are Three that 
bear record in heaven, &c. wherein he pretends to 
give a ſufficient proof of its authority, and to 
enervate the arguments, given, by me from Dr, 
Mill, of its being a manifeſt interpolation; I 
thought it proper to conſider what he hath faid, 
and to diſpel chat miſt, wherewith, by ſpecious 
inſinuations, and fine ſuppoſitions, and ſmooth 
turns, he has endeavoured to impole upon the 
minds of ſuch as do not thorowly underſtand the 
mateers ²P i I a ET 

This Gentleman is alarmed to this Defeuce by 
an opinion of the mighty conſequence of this 
ſuppoſed. text for the ſupport of the or:bodex doc- 
trine; and is therefore very earneſt not to let go 


his hold of it, tho he pretends indeed the ſame 


thing is to be found in many other places of boly 
Scripture ; which yet I apprehend he has ſome 


diſtruſt of. SP 0 PEO 
For my part, 1 think I am no way influenced 
by any ſuch contrary motive, in writing on the 


. 
1 
[ 
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176 An Anſwer to Mr. Martin's 
other ſide of the queſtion, being fully ſatisfyd 
that the -words, 0 genuine, were 25, favourabl 
_ therlioſe. called y: and ele 


ſingle mind, or one n porn ; prac. 125 


= wala make the three witneſſes to dwindle again 
= into br one, and ſo to loſe much of the force of 
4 in loc. the argument from three. And therefore Calvin 
== and Beza declare, that *tis not anity. of being is 
1 here ſpoken of, but unity of conſent and teftimony ; 
which I think will imply difin# minds concurring 
in their evidence, ſince  eokfenit is always” be. 
tween more than one : So that it injures Mr. 
Martin's cauſe to depend on ſugh a Proof; as ; 
- Eraſmus on”: 

I am only concerned 0 dd Juſtice to tho uren 
Writings, and to diſcover whe is true in itſelf, 
not whit is convenient or agtceable to my Ming. 
And as my deſign a? fr ft was to ſtate the Falls on 
Dr. Mill's evidence, fo I judge I did make it ap- 

5 pear that he had left nd foundation for the juſt 
pport of the authority of this /ippo/ed text: Bur 
yet if any new evidence arifes, or any well atteſted 
authorities, or, hitherto © concealed manuſtripts 
of credit can be produced, I am as ready as any 
man to allow them a due regard. But Mr. Mar- 
tin has not tried me, I conceive, with any ſuch 
matters. as. theſe; but with fine /uppoſitions, and 
abſtracted paſſibilities, of this and the other thing, 
which in a matter of fact will not go very far 


againſt lain evidence. 
He ſuppoſes the words in debate might not 


harm the context, nor diſagree to St. Jobis ſtyle: 
but what is this to the purpoſe, to prove that in 
fa? they were originally written by bim *Tis 
ſo eaſy by one fetch or other, according to mens 
various , to wind e any thing! into an 
; ' obſcure. 
6 ; non eſt confirmare fidem, ſed ſuſpectam reddere, ſi 
nobis hujuſmodi lemmatis blandiamur. Eraſ. in locum. 
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obſcure context, when once it is reſolved it muſt 
be in; that I take ſuch arguments to be but tri- 
fling ſupplements, where good reaſons are want- 


ing. But then as to what he calls a third 44. 


— 


vantage in favour of the text, viz. That his ad- Chap. 2, 


verſaries cannot produce one fingle paſſage from the 
ancients, whence it may appear that they had any 
ſuſpicion concerning this tert; It may be ſaid that 
it had been indeed ſtrange, if any had made a 
diſpute about a text, which they had never ſeen 
or heard of; which I think is true of the primitive 
writers for many centuries: and for others ſince, 
tis no wonder if, creeping into private books in 
ages of darkneſs and confuſion, we find no no- 
tice remaining of any oppoſition of theirs to what 
did not offend them. 

On the other hand, there are three great 41 4 72 
advantages which Mr. Martin labours and ſinks 
under, and which are fatal to his cauſe. 


-CHAP, L 

The diſadvantages Mr. Martin Jabours under. 
1. In not being able to produce one antient 
genuine Greek writer, who cites the text. 
2. Nor one antient Greek manuſcript, 
where the text is this day to be found. 

Nor one credible w:tneſs that ſays di- 
realy he had ever ſeen ſuch a ama an pt. 


I, E has not _ uced one genuine Greet 


writer, that ever cited this text, thro fo 


many hundredsof years, Even the ſpurious Synoꝑſis 


Scripture among Athanaſins's works, by ſaying 
that St. John ſhews us the unity of the Son with the 
Father, gives no ground to fay that this uncer- 
tain author had 7þ7s text in his eye; probably it 

ol I. ä refers 
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refers rather to ſome other. aſlages, to chap. 2. ver 
2g. or to the 8th verſe of this gth chapter myſtical 
interpreted, Sc. However, who, or at what 
_ time, this author, whether Greek or Latin, wa, 


ſcript Greek copy in the world, where this text is 
at this day to be found; and yet the manyſcript; 
have been in very ſafe keeping with the ortho- 
dox all along, ſo that if ever they had been ſeen 
with 2275s text in them, they might be ſo ſtill. If 
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is not known. Rs 
2. He cannot direct us to one antient many- 


Arian Kings and Emperors had borne the ſway, we 


ſhould have had it confidently faid by men of 


ſlight thought, that then it was theſe manuſcripts 
of Stephens, and the Britifh manuſcripts, and the 
Vatican manuſcripts, &c. were alter*d, and the 
words raſcd out, as now they vainly pretend it 
might be of old: but who has alter'd them al 


now fince the Reformation? 


3. He has not produced one credible witneſs, 
that ever directly ſaid he had at any time /zen any 
one particular Greek manuſcript, in which this text 
was; or deſcribed it by any mark of diſtinction, 
by which it may be known upon inquiry after it, 
We have ſeveral indefinite aſſertions, ibat it is, 
and that we nd it, and the like, in /ome copies, 
as Beza and F. Amelot ſpeak ; but that they ſaw 
it themſelves, and took it not from others upon 


looſe preſumption, is, I think, not once fully 


manifeſted :, and it ſignified nothing to mention 
Ximenes, and Cajetan, and Laurentius Valla, and 
more ſuch, only to make a pompous ſhow of name 
and numbers for nothing; when it is not proved 
they ſay any thing to the point in hand: and one 


may ſay of them al}, as Eraſmus of Laurentius Valia, 
| uid legerit, non ſatis liquet ; How Valla read, 1s 


not evident. But of this matter ſomewhat more 
particuiar ſhall be faid, when I come to examine 
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Diſſertation on 1 Joun 5. 7. 179 
what Mr. Martin ſays of the Greek manuſcripts. 
And indeed, *tis only on this 7þird head that I 
need much to concern myſelf ; for as to the 1wwo 

former points, he makes no great defence ; the 

genuine Greek writers, and the preſent Greek ma- 

nuſcripts are not to be found, nor are ſo much as 
ſummoned in for witneſſes on his fide. . 

Indeed, Mr. Martin would fain invalidate this par. 2. 
negative argument from the total ſilence of the Ch. 3. 
Greek Fathers, and that of the Latins too, for 
400 years, (for he has not proved S. Cyprian's 
words to be more than his interpretation of the 
8th ver. as Facundus, yea and Fulgentius too, as 
I had ſhown, do declare them to be) by pretend-P. 13g. 
ing that they might be in other writings of the | 
antients, which are loſt ; or that it might not come 
into their minds to mention them ; even as that 
text of baptizing in tbe name of .the Father, Son, 
and Spirit, was not mention'd by ſome of them, 
in ſeveral of their works, where it might have been 
proper. 8 

But is this like the caſe we are upon? For as 
thoſe words were not ſo peculiarly neceſſary for 
their purpoſe againſt any adverſaries they had 
to do with; ſo it is granted, that if they were 
omitted in one part of the writings, they are ſtill 
alledg*d in another; or if by one writer, yet they 
are cited by others, both Greek and Latin; and 
alſo have the concurrence of the antient Greek 
manuſcripts to back it all. Now 1s this, or any 
thing like it, to be ſaid in the preſent caſe? where 
the ext in diſpute is not once mention'd, neither 
in one genuine Greck writer nor in another; nei- 
ther in one part of their works, nor in another; . 
and where they had ſuch provoking frequent oc- | 
caſions, as would not fuffer them to be, all of 
them, and always, forgetful of ſo proper a text; | 1 
2 text ſo emphatical and fo ſingular, ſuch an one FE 
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18 An Anſwer to My. 
that Mr. Martin, and ſome others, cannot tel 
how to ſpare ; and where all the Greek manuſcripts, 
known to us, are as ſilent as the Greek Fathers, 
and the Latins too for many ages. Can any ne- 
gative argument be ſtronger ? Or can there be 
any but negative arguments to prove a negative: 
And ſhall it be enough not to anſwer, but evade 
ſuch proof by ſtrange ſuppoſitions of extreme 
poſſibilities of ſuch things,. to which perhaps the 
like never yet happened? 


r 


1. The fate of the old Latin Bibles, 2. Of 
St. Jerom's pretended Preface. 3. Of 
the old Italic Verſion, and the teſtimonies of 
Victor Vitenſis, Cyprian, and Eucherius, 


R. Martin's 2d, zd, and 4th chapters are 
nothing but a proof, by a long ſeries from 
the 14th age backwards to the time of Charle- 
main, that this text was in the Latin Bibles in 
theſe Weſtern parts; ſo that he pleaſes himſelf 
with tracing 1t up to the end of the eighth century 
in the Latin copy : which yet is no more than 
has been freely allow'd on all ſides ; I mean that 

this text has from that age been found in divers 

Latin copies, not in all, or in the moſt : the nearer 

they were to our preſent times, the more they 

agreed in this point; and the higher we go, the 

evidence appears weaker and weaker, till at laſt, 

without the help of a ſtrong fancy, we can dil- 

cern none at all. 5 

> And even in theſe Latin Bibles it is confels'd, 
6 | that his text is in various ſhapes; in ſome the 
To words in heauen are wanting; in others, theſe 
three are one; and in ſome the whole verſe ; ſome- 

times the 8th verſe comes before it, and ſome- 

times it is as in our Preſent printed books; ſome- 

e | time 


Srer. I. 
Old Latin 
Bibles. 
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times it is in the text, and ſometimes in the margin. 
And tho Father Simon owns the words to be in 
that antient manuſcript of Lotharius, copied from 
Charlemain's Bibles, yet he ſays, that it was Crit. His. 
greatly disfigured, ſome words interlin'd; and ſome N "text, 
defaced, to ſubſtitute other words in their place :© © 
ſo that he might well reckon his to be of leſs an- 
tient authority, than the body of the copy; and 
therefore there was no great reaſon here to tri- 
umph over him as contradiffing himſelf. 

Such marks of confufion ſeem plainly to ſhew, 
that this text had, as yet, been a firanger there, 
and had not any fixed ſettlement afligned to it, per- 
haps in St. Bernard*s time, viz. in the XIth age, it 
might be got in to the Ordo Romanus, and the offi- 
ces of the church, both Latin and Greet; even as in 
England, I find theſe: ſame words were introduced 
among the epiſtles in the Common- prayer of King | - 
Edward VIth, without any mark of ſuſpicion, 
while at the ſame time, and long after, they were 
marked for doubtful in the public and common 
Bibles. So that it does not always follow from 
a text*s being quoted, or being brought into the 
offices of a church, or placed in the Bible itſelf, 
that it was received as undoubtedly genuine, be- 
cauſe the offices of the church are ſometimes apt, 
as we ſee, to out-run their Bible; and poſterity 
will be abuſed; if any, in after ages, ſhall per- | 
ſuade them, that the Engli/þ ee this or the Y 
laſt age, prefer'd the old reading of P/alm 105, —_— 

0 d ok 


28. And they were not obedient io his word, mere- 

ly becauſe it is retain'd in the church*s office or 
Pſalter , when it is ſo well known, that all our 
more common; and publicly authorized Brbles, | 
have for above af hundred years maintained the 

reading, which is juſt contrary to it, viz. And 

they rebelled not againſt his word. So that it would 

be a wrong ſtep to ſuppoſe our zeal for wnifor- 


© mity had been carried ſo far as this; I mean, to 


I. 
Chap. 3. 


work: It does not appear that they took the pains 


of the preſent age wou'd; for as the Greek manu- 


an exact agreement of the church. ſervice with the 
churcb. bible. | Bees 1 
But what tho this text were found to be di- 
rectly in the Bible of Charlemain, which Father 
Simon oppoſes not? Will this prove it to have 
been in the Greek manuſcripts at that time? In 
the Latin for certain it has long been, and is 
now in many other verſions; and yet we have not 
found hitherto one Greek manuſcript Þ, by which 
to juſtify it: And therefore tho Charlemain, about 
Ann. 798. cauſed the vulgar Latin Bible to he 
review*d and purged of many errors and corrup- 
tions, that had crept into it ſince St. Jerom's time; 
and to that end employ*d Alcuin and other learned 
men of that age, it will not prove they had the 
authority of any Greek manuſcript to warrant this 
text, as Mr. Martin would have us to ſuppoſe. I 
is not to be imagined, ſays he, that theſe learned 
men won d only conſult and compare with the Latin 
copies they wou'd go, without doubt, to the original 
Greek of the New Teſtament : and pleaſantly aſks, 
if Father Simon himſelf (had he been one of them) 
would have put in THIS TEXT upon the credit of 
a few copies only among many, &. | 
But it is abſurd to think, the men of that ape 


wou'd or cou'd take ſuch meaſures as the learned 


ſcripts were probably very rare, and hard to be 
come at in the Weſtern parts, ſo the learned of 
thoſe times had ſcarce any thing of that critical 
ſkill, or genius, which. theſe later ages have ar- 
rived at, and which is ſo neceſſary for ſuch a 


to compare with ſo much as ohe Greek manuſcript, 
which if they had had before em as their rule 
3 5 3 then, 
+ One is fince found at Dublin, but is evidently of a modem 
date. dee Reply, cap, 5. | 1 | 


* 


probably have been ſtill preſerved to us: but 
as we have no ſuch manuſcript to be now found, 


world. Nay, if they follow'd one, or a few, 
even of the Latin manuſcripts, where different 
from the moft and beſt, I think it is no great won- 
der. Iam ſatisfy'd this has been often done, 
viz, to prefer the reading, that has pleaſed beſt, 
when againſt the moſt and the beſt copies. Did 
not the Compluten/ian editors ſo? Did not Eraſmus 
doit? And why might not theſe reviſers under 
Cbarlemain have the anſa calumniandi as much 
at heart as he had? eſpecially ſince they might 
fancy, as others do now, that his text might 
have been omitted, as the preface, under St. Je- 
roms name, to the ſeven epiſtles, does ſuggeſt 
which Father Simon judges, (and the contrary does 
not appear by Mr. Martin himſelf) to have been 
about this ſame time compoſed and inſerted ; and 
to give it the greater authority, they father'd it 
upon Ferom. Not having any authority to pro- 
duce from any Greek copies of their own to juſti- 
ty their complaint of the Latin tranſlators o- 
miſſion, perhaps they might think it beſt to re- 
fer the matter back to St. Ferom ; eſpecially if 
they found it already put in any copies of his 
Latin Bible, tho by a late · corruption, which 
carry*d no offence in it to them; this might afford 
em a ſpecious plea, and would prevail upon ma- 
ny others, I believe, to do the like in their caſe, 
when there were none to remonſtrate againſt ir. 
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So that if they did but as others hive done, the 


whole argument is ſpoil'd. N 5 

And then Mr. Martin will fall ſhort of his con- 
cufion, vis. that from this review of the Latin 
Er, ET M4 Bible, 
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then, and had made ſuch account of, it might 


or that has been ſeen, as far as we know, for 
any of the ages paſt between us and them; ſo 
it does not appear there ever was ſuch in the 


Fo 


184 An Anſwer is Mr. Marti": 


Bible, Anno 798. there can be nodoubt at allmade, 
hut this text bad been current in the Bibles of the 
7th, 6th, and the 5th ages; becauſe, ſays he, ws 


was put upon correcting the Latin verſion of the 
Ney Teſtament with very great labour and diff 


Chap. 3. 
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can't ſuppoſe they went by manuſcripts of leſs. than 
two. or three hundred years ſtanding; and ſo they 
muſt have had at once before em [ not, but thy 
ought to have had, &c. as the Engliſh tranſlator 
puts it] both the copies of St. Jerom*s Bible, and 
alſo them. of the old Italic verſion made in tbe ſecond 
century, and which had continued to the ſeventh, 


to be the Bible of all the Latin charches: and then 


concludes, that this cleanly ſhews, be text had + 
ver been in the vulgar verfion, And thus, by the 
ſtrength of a vigorous imagination, he is ſpeedily 
arriv*d, in a manner, at the end of his journey; 
without being beholden to any the leaſt proof by 
way of evidence, that theſe reviſers did find, or 


did ſay they found, be text in any one Greek na- 


nuſcript, or in St. Jerom's, or in the 1talic verſſon 
itſelf; much leſs that they found it in any anti- 


ent copies of credit, that might ſnew it was no 


innovation, if it was found in any others. 

I do not ſee but Mr. Martin, without tiring his 
fancy by a long train of ſuppoſitions, might as 
well have made ſhorter work, by ſaying, (for 
I can't well call it arguing) that we ſee af preſent 
our printed copies have this verſe; and we ought 


not. to doubt but the world has always been ſo 


honeſt, ſo wiſe, ſo watchful and careful, that it 
could never have been brought in, if it had not 
always been in the true copy from the firſt, 
But yet, alas, it is too evident, that ſeveral: cor- | 
ruptions, interpolations, and” omiſſions, have 
happened frequently, before the art of printing, 
according to the ſkill, the care, or the fancy of 
the tranſcribers; and for that reaſon, St. Ferom 


culty; 
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a afterwards. we fee Chanlemain cauſed 
another review to be made, becauſe of new cor- 
ruptions; and then in the tenth century, the Sor- 

bon another. 

Aon that ſuch. reviews are not 
wopt to ſet all ngs. right again; that upon a 
little doubt ſome things are removed, and others 
that pleaſe better are retain'd upon very flender 
grounds; ſo that we muſt not preſume and ſup- 


bg 


poſe, that all was done which we now think was 


" nos, | 


The truth is, the world has already too long 


gone upon ſippofittons in this matter, and tis 
that has brought us into this confuſion. The 


learned ſuppoſed for a long time, that the Com- 
plutenſian editors had kept cloſe to the Vatican 
manuſcripts, eſpecially to that famous and moſt 
antient one, recommended to their exact regard 
by Pope Leo; and therefore that they had zbis 
— authority. for putting his verſe into their 
edition. But, tho this is more than Mr. Mar 
tin has to warrant his confidence in the Charle- 


main reviſers, yet, it ſeems, the learned ſuppoſed - 


too much here, ſince theſe manuſcripts are found 
to. want what was: ſuppoſed to be taken from 
them. Thus the learned world long ſuppoſed 
that Stephens had. nine Greek copies which had 
this verſe, and ſeven more that had all but the 
words in beaven; and what is become of their 
ſuppoſitions? I believe Mr. Martin will part with 
ſome of them; and yet they were very plauſi, 
ble, and partly-grounded on Stgphens*s own, but 
| miſtalten account: and yet muſt we ſtill be treat- 
ed with ſuch trifling ſuppoſitions in the ſame 
caſe, inſtead of evidence? But there is np end 
of ſuppoſing, on one ſide and on the other; and 
I have no fondneſs for a conteſt, which not the 


ſtrongeſt reaſon, but the ſtrongeſt imagination | 


muſt decide, WY 1 
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1 ſhall take my leave of this ſubject, by ſnew- 
ing only how groundleſs and falſe Mr. Martin's 
fundamental ſuppoſition is, viz. that the Latin 
_ Bibles, of the 6th, 7th, and 8th ages generally 
had his Text, from the deciſive words of that 
tranfcendent critical genius of this age, Dr. 
Bentley. * 2d 8 

Iformed a thought, à priori, that if St. Je- 
rom's irae Latin exemplar could be come at, it 
would be found to agree exactly with the Greek 
text of the ſame age; and ſo the old copies of each 
age (if ſo agreeing) would give mutual proof to 
each other. Whereupon, rejecting the printed e- 
ditions of each and the ſeveral manuſcripts of ſeven 
centuries and under, I make uſe of none, but thoſe. 
of a thouſand years ago, or above, of which ſort 
1 have twenty now in my ſtudy, that one with a- 
nother make 20000 years, Thad the pleaſure ta 
find, | as I preſaged, that they agreed exactly like 
two tallies, or two indentures ; — By this you ſee 
that, in my propoſed work, the fate of that verſe (i.e. 
1 John 5. 7.) will be a mere queſtion of faft. — And 
if the fourth century knew that text, let it come in 
in God's name: but if that age did not know it, 
then Arianiſm in its height was beat down without 
| the belp of that verſe; and let the fa prove bow. 
it will, the doctrine is unſhaken, Now if theſe 
twenty ſo antient copies all agree in wanting that 
verſe, (as I am fatisfy'd, none ſuppoſes they a- 
agree in having it) we may ſee what credit is due 
to Mr. Martin's ſtrongeſt imagination concern- 
ing the copies of thoſe ages: Here is plain fact 
againſt his extravagant fancies. And I doubt 
not, when the Doctor, who alone appears to be 

| | | eb | . par. 
* Two letters to the reverend Dr. Bentley concerning his 
intended edition of the Greek Teſtament, with the Doctor 
anſaer, and ſome account of what may be expected from that 
edition, p. 24, 25, | Cn fo „ 
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ar huic negotio, ſnall gratify the expecting world 


with his noble performance, things will be ſet in 


a yet clearer light. 


Mr. Martin's 5th chap. is an attempt to re- Sgcr. II. 
trieve the credit of the pretended preface of St. S:.Jerom's 
Jerom to the ſeven epiſtles; which complains Pte. 


much of the Latin tranſlators of the New Teſta- 


ment, that they had omitted this verſe, which the 
Greek copies had in them. If this had been ge- 
nuine, it had been of great weight; but for many 
reaſons the learned have judged it to be a forgery 
in St. Ferom's name: ſome of theſe reaſons Mr, 
Martin thinks not to be ſufficient, but that ſtill 
it may Poſſibly be St. Ferom's own, work. But he 
can never give a good anſwer to alli, for the pre- 
face profeſſes him to have reſtored his verſe after 
ſuch injuſtice done to it; and declares it to be a 
principal ſupport of the Chriſtian Faith, by which 
the one ſubſtance of Father, Son, and Holy Spirit, 
is confirmed. But then how comes it, that his 
Text, in all St. Ferom's true writings, where he 
contends for this faith and ſearches ſo much for 

_ texts and arguments, is not once mentioned by 
him ? Could he omit what he judged the grear 
rampart of his Faith? Could he always omit, 


and always forget ſuch a text, which he had 


been the preſerver and reftorer of, and wotild 


therefore be more than ordinarily fond and careful 


of? Beſides, St. Ferom ſurely would never be 


guilty of ſuch a falſe inſinuation that all the Greek 


copies had this verſe, when the zozal ſilence of all 
the Greek Fathers in that and preceding ages, 
is an undeniable evidence of the contrary ; not 
to be anſwer'd by little preſumptions and airy 
ſuppoſitions. 


But Mr. Martin uſes ſuch an argument, which Ch. 5. 


he ſays is very con/iderable, to prove this pre- 
face was St. Jerom's and not a forgery, that I 


confeſs 


Ya #ktiuh * 
* 
1 
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| confeſs is to me very furprizing. J, fays he, 
rde writer of it was a feigned perſon, who deſigned 
to put off bis own piece for St. Jerom's, he was 
certainly not a maſter of much ow in complain- 
ing of unfaithfal tranſlations in his time; for no 
one can produce the leaft proof, that new Latin 
_ verſions were ever made in the age *tis pretended 
this preface was compofed : whereas *tis plain from 
St. Auguſtin, Sr. Jerom's Cotemporary, that in 
tdeir days divers had undertaken to make Latin 

> verſions of the New Feſtament, and undoubtedy) 
the complaint in the preface reſpected ſome one of 
thoſe verſions ; which is a conſiderable reaſon to 
prove it was truly St. Jerom's. Now I can't but 
think juſt the contrary ; that the feigned author, 

+ = by this was a man of great adareſs : for if he in- 
tended a fiction in St. Ferom*s name, it was, to 
be ſuited to St, Ferom's time, when Mr. Martin 
ſays, there were divers verſions made; and hav- 
ing ſaid none can produce the leaſt proof of Latin 
verſions made in that age, which this preface was 
pretended to be compoſed in, he ſays, there is plain 
proof, that in St. Jerom's days there were ſuch 
verſions, which is the very age it was pretended 
for: but if he means the feigned man ſhould; have 
framed a preface, in St. Ferom's name, that had 
only been ſuitable to Charlemain*s age, he had 
been a hungler indeed, tho, with Mr. Martin, 
a man of addreſs. But if fuch reaſoning as this 
can confirm him in this opinion, it will be very 
difficult to conceive how he ſhould ever be un- 

' ſettled in any thing. May I not ſay to him, 
what he, on no reaſon that I can fee, ſays of 
Dr. Mill; ſure he did not. conſider what he ſaid, 
[not, did not think what-he jaid, as the Engliſh 
tranſlation is, Ch. 5. at the end] and his eyes aud 

underſtanding went not together, 

0 5 9 But 


0 


Diſſertation on 1 JohN 5. - 


3 * 8 11 Py 3 * * * RA 5 
„ * * k - » FS 
. 


189 


But Mr. Martin ſays, *Tis of no great moment, . 


whether it be granted to be St. Jerom's or not, 
becauſe he thinks it will yet prove this Text to 
have all along been in the Bible; in that the 
preface muſt be allowed to be very antient, and 10 
have been in the Bibles for above 800 Tears; and 


F. Simon ſuppoſes it put in by ſome.of thoſe who 


reviſed the. Bible under Charlemain. Hence he 
argues, that if theſe learned men made this com- 
plaint of the unfaithfulneſs of the Latin tranſla- 
tors in omitting this verſe, it is à certain argu- 
ment of its having been in St. Jerom's Bible; elle 
they could not have brought ſuch an accuſation. 


1 grant they could not juſtly do ſo, unleſs 


they knew it had been even in all the Greet co- 
Pies too, which therefore they pretend: but they 
might do this #njuſtly, i. e. without ground, and 
upon miſtaken preſumption, as I have already 
laid ; or perhaps upon juſt ſuch ſuppoſition as 
Mr. Martin himſelf goes upon, when he ſays, 
in his 64 chap. that either his verſe was in St. 
Auſtin's Bible, or that it ought to have been it 
ir, becauſe it was in ſome Bibles of that time. 
And fo, for ought I know, fome Latin Bibles 
might have he verſe in them in the 874 age, 


and before; and perhaps the compoſers of this 


preface were as loth to think, it was put lately in, 


as Mr. Martin is: and contrary to what he ſays 


of F. Simon, I may aſk him, whether if he had 
been one of them, he would not have done the 
lame thing according to his way of reaſoning, 
or rather of preſuming, without evidence. 


But if, from the former evidence of Dr. Bent: Chap. [3 


ley's words, it appears in fact, that St. Jerom's Part 1. 


Bible had not this Text, then there is an end of 
this diſpute, and the prologue could not be his ; 


ſince, 'tis granted to be ridiculous, to ſuppoſe he | . 


ſhould reproach other tranſlators, for leaving 


Our 
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Scr. III. 
Italic ver- 


fion. 
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out this Text, and yet himſelf leave it out in that 
copy to which this preface was made : therefore 
the preface is a forgery, and be it whoſe it will, 
is of no force to prove that this Text had been 
either in St. Ferom's, or in any Greeł copy. So 
that the great, and middle link of the imaginary 
chain in the 87h age, is broken, on which hangs 
the ſuppoſition of ſuch Greek manuſcripts, for a- 
bout ſever centuries before, and which ſupported 
that ſuppoſition for about as many centuries after 
till matters of fact came to be looked into, and 
the Greek manuſcripts themſelves inſpected ; which, 
we ſhall ſee preſently, are all wrong on Mr. Mar- 
tin's ſide, when I come to conſider the few pri- 
vate citations of his two next chapters. 


Mr. Martin, in his 6h and 7th chapters, goes 
on to prove that his Text was in the antient 
Ttalic verſion of the New Teſtament. This he 
would infer, from its being in St. Ferom's,- which 
I hope appears already to be a groundleſs ſur- 
miſe; and ſo the argument will turn on the other 
fide, and be retorted upon him, viz. that if 
St. Zerom's New Teſtament had not this Text, 
*tis a great ſign, the 7talic, which he corrected, 
had it not neither: Otherwiſe his Bible had been ſo 
defeftive, that it would have been bitterly exclaimed 
againſt, by ſuch as made ſuch ado with him, a- 
bout his changing but one ſingle word for another ; 
as we learn out of St. Auguſtin. | 

As for his inftances of the mention of his 
Text by Fulgentins in the 6th century and by 
Vigilius Tapſenſis, I paſs them by, as I have done 
before, as coming too late to be of any great 
uſe in the caſe; nor can the! mention of his 
Text by them or Victor Vitenſis, ſignify any thing 
more than what I had ſuppoſed formerly, viz. 
that at the latter end of the ib century, ſome 
might begin to pretend that for Text, which * 
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ſo long and currently been the interpretation of 
the next verſe. And therefore I did not, as Mr. 
Martin inſinuates, put by Victor Vitenſis's teſti- 
mony for being a fabulous writer; but I ſhewed, 
(to which Mr. Martin hath made no reply) that 
it was no evidence of the current admiſſion of 
that Text, or cf its long ſtanding, and that from 
the common way, in that age and place, of in- 
terpreting the next verſe in ſuch a manner as 
could not well conſiſt with having this Text alſo 
in their public Bibles : I ſay, their public Bibles, 
becauſe as F. Simon has ſhewn, tho it ap- — 
pears not that different Latin tranſlations were. * 
then read in the Weſtern Churches, yet private 
perſons took the liberty of making new tranſla- 
tions; and that by this diſtinction, between the 
Bible read in the public ſervice, and theſe parti- 
cular verſons, we may eaſily ſolve the objec- 
tions. taken from Tertullian, Cyprian, &c. whoſe 
citations agree not with the Halic verſion. They 
read the vulgar copy with the people, which was 
in uſe in their Churches, becauſe. bey could not do 
otherwiſe : but in their writings, they took the 
liberty to tranſlate as they thought fit. 

And therefore ſuppoſing Yi&or's relation of 
that confeſſion of Faith to be truly as we have it, 
yet whether drawn up by one Biſhop or by four, 
it does not follow that this Text, even at the end 
of the fifth age, was in their common Bibles, tho they 
might have ſome not70ns on which they preſumed 
to bring in the words for a proof, and thereby give 
ſome countenanceto them; whether it was that they 
had the direct words in ſeveralprivatebooks, or re- 
lied on the current myſtical interpretation of the next 

verſe to bear them out: which laſt may, for 
ought I ſee, be all that is intended in ſuch teſti- 
monies or citations of theſe words. I do not 
confidently aſſert it, or ſay, that even theſe late 

WIlters 


© * A ; . n * | 
8 — FOE R em ung nn. on * =P W - 1 APO "IN 5 ia > be oy" 
LY Te” OP W 2 Wann . WAY « 2 9 n ö Nas N * 
7 n N In” : „„ . | © 8 
* 4 N INS 4 
* ” 1 ; do db GARE EIT - r 
: j \ 
* % = 
p 
4 
/ » 
+ 


192 
writers had only three witneſſes, in the Bible; 


An Anſwer to Mr. Martin's 


which ſometimes they mentioned by their direct 
names, Water, Blood, and Spirit, and ſometimes 
by their myſtical names, Father, Son, and Spirit; 


or Father, Word, and Spirit: but I conceive 
there is ſome ground to think ſo from this, 


vix. that while one ſpeaks of the Water, Blood, 
and the Spirit, and another of Faber, Word, 
and Spirit, as St. Jobn's three witneſſes ; I have 


not obſerved that any of them ſpake of both toge- 
ther, or of fix Witneſſes : which looks as if it 


Was all but one Text, with its interpretation. I 


confeſs Eucberius's teſtimony, in the next chapter, 
has all fx ſer down there; but to that I ſhall 


_ anſwer diſtinctly. So that for ought ap- 


pears, Mr. Martin's cloud of witneſſes, as he 
calls this huge number of African Biſhops ; every 


one, ſays he, coming with his Bible in his band, 


offering us this paſſage of St. John to read; may 
be but a cloud of an hand-breadth, three or four 
only, without any warrant from the public co- 
pies, long eſtabliſhed, as it appears by others of 


that country in that ſame age, from what has 


Ch. 7. 


-- 


Cyprian. 


been already ſaid. 1 

The teſtimonies of Eucberius, Cyprian, and 
Tertullian, are to carry on the proof of the La- 
lic verſion's having this Text; but as here is no- 


thing new about St. Cyprian, (to which Tertul- 


lian is but an appendix) fo I have already ſtared 


the matter concerning him in my former diſcourſe, 
and have accounted for what Mr. Martin here 


repeats; but he takes no notice that even Ful- | 


gentius, whom he brings to confront Facundus, 


does rather, as I have Thown, confirm his judg- 


ment of Cyprian's words, viz. that they are an 


interpretation of the eighth verſe; and for certain 


they are not the direct words of the /eventh were 


contended for. And yet here i is all that is pre- 
N tended 


a ths as WW * 3 
9 ö _ "4 * * "FI > 4 BA — 
7 * * W : ESL $ * 
F F * * 
. 


Difſertation on 1 Joux 5. 7. 


tended to, from St. Job's time to the fifth cen- 
tury; for neither Greek nor Latin, ſmall nor 
great writer, for ſo many hundred years, gives 
the leaſt ſhadow of a proof, that they knew any 


thing of this great and remarkable Text; perhaps 


the moſt obvious, and adapted for their conſtant 
occaſions, of any text in the Bible. And yet 
this conteſted paſſage of St. Cyprian only, fo well 
accounted for otherwiſe, and upon ſo good au- 
thority, muſt outweigh all, even againſt the ex- 
reſs teſtimony and ſenſe given of St. Cyprian's 
words by a following Biſbop of the fame coun- 
try, whom none contradict, and whole teſti- 
mony, if believed, is entirely deciſive. | 


But the paſſage Mr. Martin brings out of Eu- Eucherias: 


cherius, (of which indeed I was not aware be- 
fore,) will need more conſideration ; for tho it 
only concerns the fifth century, in which I did 
allow that poſſibly he words might become Text 
in ſome books, yet it will carry it half a century 
higher, than the confeſſion of the African Biſhops 
in Victor Vitenſis: and, I confeſs if the paſſage 
be genuine, it is more to the purpoſe than any, 


mY, 
> 


yea than all the other teſtimonies, before or af- 
ter Eucherius, for ſome hundreds of years: be- 


cauſe here we find both the /eventh and eighth 
verſes together, at once to ſhew us all the fx 
witneſſes ; and that there was Father, Word, and 
Spirit, beſide what was ſaid of the Water, 
Blood, and Spirit; whereas, only Father, Word, 
and Spirit, might have been the fame things 
myſtically interpreted, after the prevailing cut- 
tom of that time. So that I cannot deny but 
Mr. Martin had ſome ground to ſay, this is de- 
ciſtve, i. e. as to its being acknowledg'd by Eu- 
cberius, in the fifth century. But, 

The inſtance being ſingular, is indeed apt to 
raſe ſuſpicion about it; yet I ſhall not for that 
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reeaſon reject it, but . ſhall. offer | ſuch other argy. | 
ments, as will, I think, acquit me from the 
charge of being influenced by mere partiality, 
in judging it to be probably an interpolation, ad. 
ded by the — of Eucherius. 
In general, the learned know very well, that 
in the copies and editions, x aka of the La 
tin Fathers, ſuch interpolations of texts are fre. 
quent, and were thought innocent: for when 
the tranſcriber found a text only refer d to by 
his author, he would ſupply it at large, or per- 
haps rectify it, by puzting it in according to what 
was in his own Bible of another age, which he 
thought muſt be right. This was but natural; 
and I, underſtand this is the caſe in the like in- 
ſtance with Bede's comments on the eighth verſe: 
there are three that bear record, the Water, Blood, 
| and Spirit; for ſo I am informed the manuſcripts 
of Bede's works have it, whereas in the printed 
edition, the words in terra, on earth, are added 
to make it agree to the current verſions of after. 
ages. So that if Eucherius had only ſaid, As fh 
the Trinity St. John has ſpoken as in the eighth 
verſe, the tranſcriber finding in aſter- ages the ſe. 
venth verſe alſo in his Bible, might join both, as 
eaſily as he now would add chapter and verſe: and 
thus an alteration of a Text was the likelieſt of all, 
But *tis not enough to ſay it might be ſo, I ſhal 
therefore offer my "reaſons on which I judge i 
was ſo here; becauſe, 
Fuch. de I. Firſt, It appears to be not very conſiſtent 
Queſt. with Eucherius himſelf elſewhere ; for, in his in- 
1 ter pretation of Ver. 8. or the Water, Blood, and 
& N. T. Spirit, he declares bat oof did by a myſtical i in- 
1 ter pretation underſtan1 eby the Trinity, i. e 
1 by the Water the Father, 4 in which he ſeems 
entirely to acquieſce alſo; which is much-what 
St. Cyprian had ſaid before, according to Facus: | 


dus's teſtimony. Now I cannot imagine how to 
. " 1 
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reconcile this with Zucherius's. acknowledgin 
the words of the ſeventh verſe z for how could 
any, according to common ſenſe, fet themſelves, 
by forced myſtical interpretations, to extort 
from the eighth verſe ſuch an unnatural meaning, 
and make the Water, Blood, and Spirit, to mean 
Father, Word, and Spirit, if they had read it 
directly in the ſeventh verſe already, that there 
are three in heaven, &c. Father, Word, and Spirit? 
Could they make the three witneſſes on earth to 
be the ſame which had juſt before been called the 
witneſſes in heaven? Would they make the /ix 
to be but Free witneſſes? and the Apoſtle to 
ſay the fame thing twice over? and after the 
mention of them by their proper names, to men- 
tion em by myſtical characters, i. e. to ſpeak of 
'm darkly and enigmatically, after he had 
ſpoken of *em plainly ? One would think it not 
credible that men ſhould- uſe ſo much force and 
ſtraining to ſearch for the Trinity in the dark, if 
they had found it lie plainly before *em, ſo cloſe 
and near to them. 2 5 | 

2, Secondly, It appears that this 7reatiſe of Eu- 
cherius de formulis Spirit. &c. in particular was 
in very great diſorder, and it ſeems the copies 
were not alike; for Fob@nnes Alexander Braſſica- 
nus, in his prefatory epiſtle, tells us, as I find it 
in the Bibliotheca Patrum, that he took a great 
deal of pains, unto wearineſs, in repurgandis & | 
reſtituendis, Ec. in leaving out and adding many 
things; id quod deerat aajecimus, lays he. SO} 
that all things conſidered, it is not improbable 
that this paſſage may be one of thoſe additions. 
To which 1 may ſubjoin, : | 

3. Thirdly, that this text was not neceſſary to 
his deſign, which {tho I will not ſay he keeps 
ſtrictly to it) was to inſiſt upon myſtical inter- 
pretations, like the Fewiſß Cabala, under the ſe- 
veral numbers, one, two, three, &c. which the 

| MF.» eighth 
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eighth verſe did ſerve him in. This appears in 
the title of this chapter, which is, Of num- 
bers whoſe ſignifications are allegorically explained; 
whereas the ſeventh verſe was not ſubject to ſuch 
a ſecret figurative interpretation. And accord. 
ingly in the beginning of his work, he prays 
God to reveal the ſecret ; abſtruſe /en/e of the Scri 
tures, that he might produce what was thei K 
cret meaning . However, I ſubmit theſe reaſon 
to the judgment of the impartial, who, I think, 
will not wholly deſpiſe 'em all: but {till it muſt 
be remember'd, that if by any they be not thought 
ſufficient, to take off the authority of this teſti. 
mony, yet as it is the firſt clear mention of li 
text by any Chriſtian writer, ſo it was not till a 
ni way 1n ne hfih century, = 


CHAP. III. 


0 Ja the dr Greek manuſcripts in later 

* ages. 1. Laurentius Valla, Cajetan, 

2 Complutenſian editors, and  Ecafinus! 

Codex Britannicus. 2. The Louvain Di 
vines and F. Amelot. 3. The Berlin 
manuſeript. 4. Stephens's manuſcripts 

5. The ſuppoſititious works of Athanaliu 
and the confeſſion of rhe oy cet Greek 
Church. 


HER E, is bin now remains to be 
conſidered, but What evidence there 1s t0 

' be found from the Greek manuſcripts of the M.. 
to authorize this ext for it ſignifies little that 
the modern Latin or Greek churches have ad- 


mitted it, unleſs they had authority from ide 


0 Grell 


+ Oremus Deum ut revelat abſcondita Seripturaruy, # 
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Greek original for ſo doing; and. therefore this 
article of the Greek manuſcripts is of greateſt, im- 
portance in the caſe, 2 

Mr. Martin in his eighth chapter undertakes 
to ſhew that this text was found in the Greek ma- 
nuſcripts of theſe. laſt ages, and ſays ſo many 
things with ſuch undaunted confidence, and po- 
ſitive aſſurance, (which a wiſe and cautious man 
would not ſay, unleſs he knew *em to be true) 
that if it be found he has ſaid em without rulb 
and evidence, I think it will not gain his work any 
credit in the end, tho it may ſtagger the un- 
earned reader at firſt. He begins with a fine 
popular barangue upon the old ſtory of its having 
been in the original Greek of St. Jobn, and thence 
paſſed into the Italic verfion, and fo into St. Je- 
rom's Bible, and thence into Charlemain's; for 
he ſays, Ye muſt not doubt but the learned men he 
employ'd in correcting the Bible had Greek manu- 
ſcripts to conſult, And indeed if we muſt not 
doubt their having ſuch manuſcripts, nor that 
they exactly corrected the Latin by em in every 
place that differ'd, nor that they really put this 
text in their Bibles ; in ſhort, if we may doubt 
nothing, then the work is done: but Mr. Mar- 
tin knows theſe things are doubted, yea, and 
that ſome, Or all of them, are deny d, and ſtrongly 
oppoſed: and it is trifling, on no better grounds, 
to tell us we mult not doubt the, principal mat- 
ters 1n debate. 

Next he argues from F. Simon? s ſaying, This 
paſſage is in very few Greek copies, that therefore 
be grants it was in ſeveral, which is no true 
inference at all, betauſe Mr. Martin, but a few 
pages after, Cites him for faying the text was not 
in any one Greek manuſcript ; which he calls con- 
tradifting himſelf formally, and retrafting, &c. 
but very unreaſonably : for F. Simon having ſeen 

ne Re many 


many manuſcripts in which is Text was wanting, 
but not all that might be ſeen, might well pro- 
nounce hereupon, that it was not in the preateſf 
part of them, and that it certainly was but in feu, 
tho he never intended hereby to ay it was in am. 
And when he had ſearched more thorowly, he 
then ventured to ſay it was not in any one; and 
therefore thaſe vain triumphs, not to ſay inſults, 
on that celebrated ſcholar, might have been better 
ſpared than utter*d upon fo lender, or rather no 
true occaſion. And if Mr. Martin were not will- 
ing to catch hold of any thing; he would never 
have made an argument of ſuch a poor pretended 
conceſſion of F. Simon, which he knew he dif- 
owned, or rectify'd. | 
Lauren. And now he comes to particulars. Firſt, He 
tius Valla. tells us, Laurentius Valla, in the fifteenth century, 
recover*d ſeven Greek manuſcripts——and this paſ. 
ſage of St. John is found in all ſeven; and he 
thinks it is hard if none of them was then four or 
frove hundred years old: but however he is ſo mo- 
deft, as to let them be but three or four hundred 
years. And yet after all this particular account, 
given without mincing, or heſitating about it, I 
dare ſay this Gentleman knows nothing of the 
matter, but ſpeaks all upon fancy and gueſs. If 
perhaps you imagine he has got L. V's manuſcripts 
in his poſſeſſion, or at leaſt, that he has ſeen them 
fully; he tells you no, not he, nor any man elſe 
Chap. 11. that he knows of, has either ſeen Valla's manu- 
ſcripts, or knows what is become of them, Is not 
Proleg. this a pretty account? Dr. Mill fays he had only 
Ne 1086. free Greek manuſcripts, Mr. Martin ſays ſeven. 
Eraſmus ſays, How Valla found or read (this place 
in St. John) does not fully appear; Mr. Martin 
ſays roundly,. this zext was in all the ſeven ; and 
yet does not know any author who ſays he ever 
law theſe manuſcripts, nor produces any "—_ 
2 . | 0 


them. Sri lng oy woe ee Had gan Lk 7 
Next comes Cardinal Cajetan, and what ſays Cajetan. 
he to the point? Truly no more but that he 
doubted Whether this ver/e were in the text; be- 

cauſe, ſays he, it is not in all the Greek manu- , 
ſcripts, but only in ſome; whence the difference a- 

riſes, I kyow not. This is much what F. Simon 

had faid, as I have obſerved before; he might 

not ſee the words in any manuſcript, but at that 

time never queſtioned hut they were in /ome. _ 

Then for the Camplutenſian editors, Mr. Martin Complu- 
fays boldly, that they put this text in upon the _ 
warrant of one or more manuſcripts, (he can't tell 
which) and yet takes no notice of the evidence 
given to the contrary in my former Trat, that 
they had it not where it was preſumed and pre- 
tended hen Rad nt ůͤd̃7 ee rs. 

As for the Codex Britannicus, by which alone CodexBri- 
Eraſmus was influenced to put the words into his tannicus. 
third edition; if Eraſmus never ſays he ſaw it, 

what ſignifies it to mention F. Simon's laying it? 

And therefore it was very unfair and unjuſt to in- 

ſinuate that I had call d in queſtion the veracity of Chap. 1. 
this learned man two hundred years after his 
death, when I never once ſuſpected his teſtimony 
in the leaſt, and only ſaid that I never found he 
gave any ſuch teſtimony. And is his credit at- 
tainted by not believing any groundleſs fory that 
ethers tell of him? Cannot he be thought an 
honeſt man, if all that hey ſay of him ſhould not 
be true? Had that great man, who was the on- 


* 


der and glory of his age, and who laid the founda- 


tions for after- ages to build upon, faid ſuch a 3 

word as that he had /e-z it, I had eaſily relied 5 

upon his ſincerity; who, I conceive, was too 

great to uſe ſuch falſhood and deceit. | 
| NA TO 
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Indeed Mr. Martin thinks it enough to ſay, 
*T1s not pur concern now to inquire what is become 
of this manuſcript, or if any others bave ſeen it 
befides Eraſmus ——. and that this method will 


introduce a new ſort of | ſcepticiſm in matters 
. of learning. But with his leave, I think it does 


Scr. II. 
Louvam 
Diwines, 


concern us greatly to know whether ſuch a manu- 


ſcript be in being ſtill, which was too remarkable 


to be loft in obſcurity, if it had once been taken 
notice of; and whether any one elſe ever ſaw it, 
ſince it is conteſted ſo much whether ever Eraſmus 
ſaw it, or pretended to it. And I dare fay, ſuch 
a preſuming credulity as Mr, Martin propounds 
for the cure of ſcepticiſm, which would hinder 
a ſevere examination into fas, would do, and 
has done, the world far «more harm than ſuch 
ſcepticiſm itſelf; and the longer men go on to 
take'things ſo on truſt, the more grievous will 
the ſcepticiſm be at laſt. | 

Stephenss manuſcripts are next in tale; but on 
what miſtaken grounds, will be further ſeen in 
the review of the next chapter. 


In the year 1574, ſays he, , the Leuvain Divines, 
in a preface to their Latin Bible, ſay they had 
ſeen this paſſage of St. John, in many other Greek 
manuſcripts, as Stephens had in his, As for Sie- 
pbens's manuſcripts, it is plain they only preſum- 
ed it from what appear'd in his printed edition; 


but as to what they ſay themſelves ſaw, I think 


knows; Speaking of Ferom's Prologue, This, 


Mr. Martin is miſtaken in interpreting it of any 
Greek manuſcripts: I ſhall ſet down their own 
words, in which he has left out one material 
ſentence, which was both in the Latin, and in 
F. Simon's tranſlation, with what deſign he belt 


| ſay 

* Quod pro textus lectione facit, & Latinorum hbrorum 

Plurimi ſuffragantur, quibus conſentientes duos Græcos codices 
| unum 
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ſay they, makes for the reading of the text, which is 


litewiſe ſupported by very many Latin copies; 
agreeing with which, Eraſmus cites two Greek 


copies; one of Britain, the other of Spain; {| to that I This fn 
of Spain the King's Bible is conformable, as every*ence Mr. 


where elſe, ſo here alſo ||; we. have ſeen many others 
which agree with theſe. Now the word theſe may 


refer to the two laſt copies, one whereof, vi. 
the King's Bible, was a printed copy, which ſhews Printed at 


that they ſpeak of any copies promiſcuouſly ; or it 
may relate to the Latin copies firſt mentioned . 


But why ſhould Mr. Martin pick out the middle 
ſentence only for the reference of theſe words? 
and by an unfair omiſſion repreſent it to his rea- 


der as if it were the immediate ſentence before 
theſe words of reference, tout d' uns ſuite, imme- 
diately following, &c. He ſays they are ſpeak- 


ing of Greek manuſcripts of England, &c. but 


are they not ſpeaking alſo of Latin copies, and of 
King Philip's printed Bible? and perhaps Ste- 
pbens's manuſcripts, which they inſtance in im- 


mediately after, may be ſome of the many which 


they ſaw did ſo. agree to the other. But their own 


account of them ſhews how they ſaw them, viz. 


as they were mark'd in the printed copy only; 
and therefore they make ſome doubt whether he 


had 


unum Britannicum, alterum Hiſpanicum, Eraſmus profert; 
Hiſpanico ut ubique & hic conformis eſt Regius: multos alios 
his conſonantes vidimus. 


+ lt matters not much to which the word theſe refers, ſince 


in reſpect of having this text they are ſaid to be all a ike; but 
according to the rules of language (to uſe Mr. Martin's phraſe) 
it ſhould properly refer to the Latin copies, for it is with theſe 
that the Britiſb and Spaniſh copies are {aid to agree; and the 
many others muſt raean others be/ides the Britiſh and Spaniſh, 
whether thoſe others were Greek, or Latin, or both, is not de- 
terminate, nor is there any thing to confine the word others to 
manuſcript copies, but it may as well relate (as our Author 
here ſhews it probably does) to printed copies, particularly the 
Complutenſian edition. 


omitted. 


a. . 
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had placed bis marks right according to his manu 
ſcripts; nay, it is plain that even the copy of 
Spain, which Eraſmus cites *, was only the Com- 
Plutenſian edition, and is what theſe divines, I 


think, do intend here; and not a manuſcript, as 


F. Amelot. 


Mr. Martin turns it. 

But I have now before me the New Teſtament, 
of theſe Louvain Divines, by Plantin Antverpie 
1584. with the ſame approbation of Molanus an- 
next as in the other edition; and in .their notes 
on this text, their words are ſomething different, 


F viz. This confirms the.reading of the text, where- 


to agrees the Greek Complutenſian edition, and 
what arg taken from thence, with many others which 
we have ſeen. And then follow the words about 
Stephens's manuſcripts, as in the other, but it is 
under the title of the Pariſian copies. Now this, 
which ſeems to be upon their ſecond thoughts, 
puts it out of doubt that they ſpake only of ſee- 
ing ſeveral printed editions of the Greek copies 
beſides that of Complutum, but no Greek manu- 
ſcript. And I think it is not againſt common ſenſe, 
as Mr. Martin pretends, to underſtand even the 
former account ſo, if we had not had this latter, 
which makes it more plainly appear. So then 
hitherto no one is proved to have ſeen any one 
Greek manuſcript for this text. 

The next evidence he calls is F. Amelot, who, 
in his note on this text, ſays, Eraſinus ſaid it was 
wanting in one Greek manuſcript of the Vatican, 
but I find it in the moſt antient manuſcript of that 


library. Whether he found 3 it by his own ſearch, 


x or 


* Era/. in locum: Perlata ft ad nos editio Hiſpanienſis. 


5 Again, Exemplar, ex eadem, ni fallor, Bibliotheca (Vaticana) 


petitum, ſecuti ſunt Hiſpani. « 


+ Quod pro textũs le&ione facit, cui Græca Complutenſis | 
editio, & quz ex ea ſunt, cum aliis quas vidimus non paucis, 
conſonant. + Inter omnes Pariſienſſum ne unus eſt qui diſſi- 


deat, &c. 
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or others information, theſe words do not fully 
determine. Nor does Eraſmus ſay it» was want · 


ing only in one manuſcript of the Vatican, hut 
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in Codice pervetuſto bibliothece Vaticane, in aſor . 


the] very antient manuſcript of the Vatican library, 
which he he alſo calls liber antiquiſimus: and fince 
we are well aſſured the text is wenting in the fa- 
mous moſt ancient Vatican manuſcript, by the 
conceſſion of Dr. Mill, and I think of all that 


have inquir*d into it, and particularly by Cary- 


ophilus | ; and that upon a ſtrict ſearch made by 
the critics, whom Pope Urban the 8th employ'd 
about it; Mr. Amelot's ſlight teſtimony that it 
was in the moft antient manuſcript there, cannot 
be conſiſtent with their more accurate and cre- 
dible teſtimony. Indeed Mr. Du Pin ſays Ame- 
lot was not very“ exact; and Father Simon, upon 
ſeveral occaſions, ſhows how vainly he uſes to 
talk. + Father Amelot, ſays he, does not ſeem 
to be ſincere, -when be ſpeaks of bis ſearching out 
of manuſcripts ; and that he ſpeaks of zzanuſeripts 
which were never extant but in bis own imagina- 
tion: and as to his having carefully ſearched. the 


Vatican manuſcripts, he lays, Be cou'd not affirm 


it, fince he produces no various readings but ſuch as 


are in print; and that he never ſaw, but in print, 


what he call'd ſeeing the manuſcripts. So that I 


think we may ſet this witneſs aſide. 


His laſt is a ſort of ear-witneſs rather, viz. tis Secr. III. 


ſaid there is alſo one (manuſcript) at Berlin in the Berlin ma- 
king*s library,that is believed to be 500 years old. tak a 


Father Long reports it on the teſtimony of Sauber- 
tus and Tollius ; ; and Dr. Kettner, on a letter that 
he ſays he received of it from M. Jablonſki, &c. 


Bur Mr. Martin, who makes the moſt of every 
thing, 


* Hip. of Canon of O and N. Teſt. Vol. 2. ch. 3. 51. 
＋ Crit, Hiſt. of Verſ. T. eh. 325 and 33. 
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thing, does not quite venture to ſay, that this text 


is reported to be in that manuſcript, [tho his 


tranſlator makes him ſay ſo; of which I will not 
take any advantage, becauſe I think he has done his 
author ſome wrong] but it has the face of ſuch an 


artful inſinuation. Father Le Long ſays only, there 
is a manuſcript, and refers to Saubert (whom I 


have not ſeen) and Tollius, whom I have con- 


ſulted; and he only tells us what ſort of book it 


- 


x what. 


it, viz, written in great letters, Literis uncialibus, 
and without actents, Sc. but ſays not one word 
of this text in St. Jobn: and if M. Fablonſki's 
letter has ſaid no more than theſe, what is this ma- 
zuſcript mentioned for? If there be a manuſcript 
at Berlin that wwants this verſe, does this prove the 
text to be genuine? Or if Mr. Martin means, 
that we don't yet know what is in that manuſcript, 
is that an argument for us to conclude, that it is 
in it, contrary to all the other Greek manuſcripis 
that we know of in the world? Surely the pre- 
ſumption lies on the other ſide; and this Gentle- 
man could ſo eaſily have gained ſatisfaction from 
Berlin in this point, that I ſuſpect he was fearful 
there was no ſuch verſe in this manuſcript; or 
elſe he would have come abroad well fortify'd 
with ſuch an authority; and if ſo, it was not in- 
genuous to make ſuch a deceitful flouriſh in fo 
ſerious an argument. But if indeed it has he 
text, and we can be aſſured how the caſe ſtands 
upon that manuſcript, it will then deſerve good 
conſideration, and be of more weight than all 
the reſt that he has offer*d : Till then, *tis amul- 
ing the world with random conjectures, and un- 
fair inſinuations, to tell them, they ſay ſome- 
body. has, written to ſome-body, that there is a 
Greek manuſcript which has. in it we cannot tell 


But 


Diſſertati on on 1 Johr 5. 7. 

But ſince my writing what relates to the Berlin 
manuſcript, J have received information from a 
very ſure * hand, that th7s verſe is not in the body 
of that manuſcript, but that it has been ſince! in- 
ſerted in the margin, and the manuſcript is not 
above 300 years old neither. If Mr. Martin had 
known this, and conceal'd it; nay, if he could 
ſtill not only inſinuate this manuſcript to be in 
confirmation of his argument, when it was di- 
rectly againſt it; but alſo could even venture to 
add this vain triumph immediately upon it, Ve 
ſee here manuſcripts more than ſuſſicient to convince 
s, &c. (when yet he was driven to ſuch hard 
ſhifts, of pretending a falſe authority to make 
out but one ſuch manuſcript :) I ſay, if he had 
known this, I ſhould think it ſuch an imputation 
on his ſincerity in writing, that I could not tell 
how to reconcile it to what he had ſaid at the en- 
trance of his Diſſertation, viz. that he had learned 


from the book of Fob, 13. 7. That we fhould not 
talk deceilfully for God. And if he did not know 


it, which Ill ſuppoſe, his offering it to the world 
at all adventures with ſuch an air of boaſting, is 
nothing to the reputation of his diſcretion z and 
will, I hope, convince him how unfit ſuch a pre- 
ſuming confident imagination is to be brought 


into an inquiry of this nature. However, if he 


be ſtill burdened with a ſuperfluity of good Greek 
manuſcripts, having this text, I conceive they 
will all be taken off his hands, and not one left 
him to turn to. IB 0) 463; 

And now upon a ſurvey of all hitherto ſaid, it 
appears that Mr. Martin has ſcraped together all 
the things little and great, that he could think 
* The information was from a good hand, (if I miſtake not 


from young Mr. Jablinsti then in London,) whom the au- 


thor got a friend to inquire of, but by ſome miſappr-henſion 
the anſwer brought to the author related to the Latia and not 
the Greek Berlin manuſcript. See more of this in the Reps. 
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* 


- 


of, chat ſo he might make a huge heap.and pom- 
pous ſnow of numbers; and then with a popular 
flouriſh retails them out ſingly, firſt by the names 
of the authors who were mention d about them; 


Valla, Ximenes, Eraſmus, Stephens, and many 


other learned men have ſeen em: then by their place, 
ome in France, ſome in Spain, ſome in England, 
and-/ome in the. Netherlands: and after all this, 
ſays he, Shall ihe text not have been in the Greek 
manuſcripts ftill? And he has the courage to ſay 
what I think is one of the ſtrangeſt things to be 
ſaid with ſo great an aſſurance, viz. We ſee here, 
ſays he, more . manuſcripts than there is need of, 
to convince us that this text is not found only in a 
very few manuſcripts, nor only in ſuch as are more 
modern, as Fatber Simon wou*'d make us believe. 
What! more than is needful? and yet after all, 
not one? How eaſily are ſome men fatisfy'd!_ 


Szcr. IV. In the laſt place, we are come in his gth Chap. 
Stephens's to S/ephens's manuſcripts. It has been ſhown, 


Nanu 


feripts. 


that of all his ſixteen menuſcripts, (for ſo many 
Dr. Mill had allowed beſides the Complutenſian 
copy, Proleg. N. 1179.) only ſeven had St. 
Fobn's Epiſtie; and that all theſe are found to 
want ibis verſe, tho? by miſtake, Stephens*s Greek 
edition has marked only the words, in heaven, 
t TW xpary, to be wanting. Mr. Martin being 
ſenſible this preſſes very hard, pretends to ſet 
this matter in a Clearer light than ever; and un- 


dertakes to ſhew that more than ſeven of Ste- 


phens's manuſcripts had this epiſtle, and conſc- 
quently had this verſe, for certainly they are not 
among thoſe ſeven which are marked as wanting 
it. And he is ſorry to find that Mr. Roger, 


Doctor of Divinity at Bourges, and writing in de- 


fence too of the text, has, after his ſtrict exami- 
nation of Stepbens's Greek Teſtament, (in which 


his manuſcripts are referred to) declared that he 
| ' "=" 


4 p 
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can find but ſeven belonging to this epiſtle; and 


that not one of Stephens's manuſcripts had ibis 
verſe; tho, ſays Mr. Martin, they have always 


been accounted a bulwark thereof: and, he fays, 
Mr. Roger has not computed aright T7. 
But Iam amazed to ſee how weakly Mr. Mar. 


tin goes about the proof of this great diſcovery; 


he mentions three more manuſcripts of Stephens, 
as having this epiſtle of St. Jabn, not before 
obſerved; theſe are marked id. 16. .. i. e. 14. 
15. 16. and he proceeds ſtill upon his accuſtomed 
topic of preſumpt ion: becauſe, forſooth, all 
the epiſtles of the New Teſtament,” viz. St. Paul's 
and the ſeven Catholic, and the Revelation, are 
wont ſometimes to make one volume; therefore 
finding by Szephens's Teſtament that thefe.mann- 
ſcripts had St. Paul's Epiſtles before, and the Re- 
_ velation of St. John behind, he ſtrenuouſly argues 
that the ſeven Catholic epiſtles were ſurely in 
the middle. However, ſince the manuſcript 


mark'd id. is referred to, upon 2 Pet. 1. 4. which 


is one of thoſe ſeven Catholic epiſtles, he doubts 
not but that manuſcript reach'd St. Fobn's epiſtle 
alſo,and ſays briſkly, this makes eight manuſcripts. 

But gertainly Mr. Martin cannot be fo weak, 
to think this will paſs for a good and invincible 
roof with men of ſenſe. Did he never fee an 
old bible which had. beginning and end, and yet 


wanted ſome parts between? If he had read and 


conſidered Dr. Mili, he would have found ir ſo 
here; that accurate inquirer tells us often, with 
exact nicety, what books, What chapters, and 


what parts of a chapter, are · wanting in ſeveral 


of the manuſcripts. And he tells us theſe /bree 
were mutilated; and as to the If, id. he is ſo 
particular, that he tells us this was a copy of 

1 75 at ' three 
- + But Mr. Roger ſpoke from actual examination of his 
own and of F. Le Long, who carefully inſpected the manu- 


ſcripts themſelves for this very purpoſe. See E. Le Long's let- 
ter to Mr, Martin 12 Apr. 1729. ſubjoined to the Reply. 
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three Goſ pels, Matthew, Luke, and Jobn but 


nos; at the end were wo leaves, in which was a part 
of A#s 10th chap., and the firſt chap. of the 2d 


epiſtle of Peter. One might hope ſuch a great 
diſappointment as this ſhou'd take us off from 
erer e fancying, where falls lie ſo croſs 


im the Way. 


He brings Beza, as one well acquainted, he 
thinks, with the matter, to confirm this point, 
viz. That more than thoſe noted ſeven manuſcripts 
of Stephens had St. Fobn's epiſtle in *em, and con- 
ſequently this verſe; becauſe be ſays, this verſe 
is in. the manuſcripts of England——and in ſome of 
Stephens's antient manuſcripts. Yet I do not 
think it. appears by all that Mr. Martin ſays, 
but that Beza intended it of thoſe aforeſaid ſe- 
ven manu{cripts, which he, as well as others, 
imagined by Szephens's marks to have all but the 
words in heaven; which ſmall defect might yet 
not hinder him from ſaying in general terms, the 


_ verſe was there: And tho after he had faid this 


verſe is in ſome of Stephens s antient manuſcripts, 
he adds that the words, in heaven, are wanting 
in /even manuſcripts; 1t does not follow that he 
diſtinguiſhes theſe ſeven from the ſome. manu- 
ſcripts before, but only that he expreſſes the 
number of manuſcripts determinately, which be- 
fore he had expreſſed indefinitely and uncertainly: 
And what wonder is it, tho he did not expreſs 


himſelf fo accurately in a matter he might be in 


ſome confuſion about ? 

But ſuppoſing Beza did, as perhaps he might, 
imagine that ſome other manuſcripts of Stephens 
had this verſe; this has been long thought by o- 


thers thro? miſtake, and why m not he 


miſtake as well as others? _ 
For tho Mr. Martin repreſents Bea, as having 
ſeen all Stephens's manuſcripts, and compared = 
F | an 
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and that they were in his bands, &c. and thence 


infers from Beza's words, that the whole verſe was 


the ret of them only the iv 76 #pavy, in heaven, was 
wanting; and that S:ephens's marks were not 
wrong  plac*d, becauſe Bea, who would have 
obſerv'd it, if he had found the coatrary to either 
of th:ſe things, appears to confirm it all; yet 
I apprehend the very foundation of his whole 
argument is but a miſtaken preſumption ;. for 
it no way appears that ever Beza had all, if any, 
of Hephens's manuſcripts, or that he had the ma- 
nuſcripts of the King's library to compare at all: 
and tho he uſes the phraſes Legimus, & inveni- 
mus in naſtris; We read, and we find them, &c. 
and compares them. with the (ſuppoſed) Britiſh 


out reading em any where but in S:ephens”s own 

notes and collections “. | 1 
And this is moſt likely, if we confider th 

caſe of Bexa. Henry - Stephens, the Son of No- 


* Tt is very common for Authors to ſay We read or we find 


printed editions, and never ſaw the original manu/cripts, nay 
when they have ſeen them, thro want ot attention they fome- 
times make miſtakes; it is therefore no argument, that they 


not noted the reading exactly, while the readings in other places 
are as they repreſent them — Mr. Martin himſelf ſpeaks with 


ſeen them, while yet I believe none of his readers ſo under- 


expreſly named Prieſt of the Oratory, (ind not Bened Cin ;) 
we muſt not however thence infer, (as Mr Martin does with 
reſpect to Stepbenss manuſcripts) that Mr. Martin had ano- 
ther edition of that book, wherein F. Je Long is ſtyled a. Be- 


the Reply. 


ſub fine; and F. le Longs letter to Mr. Martin ſubjpined to 
Vo L. II. = - 


in fome of 'em; and afterwards argues, that in 


copy; yet all this might well enough be with- 


bert, 


a thing ſo. or ſo, when they have found it ſo only in the 


had other manuſcripts, becauſe in ſome one place they have 


as poſitive an air of Stephens's manuſcripts, as if he had actually 
ſand him; ny in quoting La hibliotbegue ſacrie, a book 


waich he had before him, he calls the Author of it a learned 
Benedictin; altho' in the very title-page - thereof he is 


nedidin. See Mr. Martin's diſiertation on this text cap. 2. 
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bert, had collected the readings of ten more c. 
pies, and written 'em into one of the New 


Teſtaments of his Father's fair edition, which 
had already ſo many various readings noted in the 
margin: this treaſure was put into Beza's hands, 

who being thus furniſhed, ſeems to have taken 
little or no further care to make any ſearch of 
himſelf into thoſe copies or manuſcripts, nor per- 
haps ever to have ſeen 'em; inſomuch that Dr. 

Mill thought he had reaſon to ſay “, That be 
took no care to ſearch out what was the genuine 
text And when accidentally be treated of it, 

he did but ſhew bow little or nothing in a manner 
he ſaw into theſe mailers, tho otherwiſe a learned 


and ſagacious man, How Morinus alſo blames 


him, may be ſeen in Dr. Stillingfleet on the Tri- 
nig, p. 189, Oc. + 

But there need no mere words 3 it, the 
matter is determined before; for if, as is already 
proved, Stephens had not one manuſcript of St, 
Jobn's epiſtle more than. the ſeven which he 
had marked in the margin, then to what purpoſe 
does Mr. Martin make ado to force the con- 


trary out of Beza's words? viz. that his ſome 


manuſcripts were not of thoſe ſeven, i. e. were 


none of all he had. So that here is no news from 
Beza of any one Greet manuſcript, which has all 
the verſe ; for theſe ſeven, he owns, want ſome - 
words, And let Mr. Martin hold to it ever ſo 
tenaciouſly, or reaſon ever ſo finely upon it, *tis 
either Beza ſpeaks wrong, or himſelf by miſta- 
king Nuns argues ſo, "ſince *tis againſt plain 
fact. f | 

| And 


* N 1268. Pool De hoc enim parum laborat, & ub! 
de Lectionis cujuſpiam auh ei forte agit, oſtendit quam ni- 


hil fere in his rebus viderit, vir alias eruditus & perſpicax. 
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And therefore I judge Beza's words can do | 
him but very little ſervice, in his zoth chapter, 
to juſtify the marks of Szephens's edition being 

rightly placed ; it being what he probably ne- 
ver examined into; and Szephens himſelf might 
not have it ſuggeſted to him, It has already 
been ſaid and manifeſted,” that there is proof of 
this miſtake in thoſe marks, from ocular inſpec- 
tion into ſeveral of thoſe Greek manuſcripts, which 
are found to want the whole verſe, but not one 
that wants only the words in Heaven, as the Se- 
micircle is put in Stepbens's printed edition, This See Full 
Mr. Martin ought to have taken notice of, and Inquiry, 
then he would have bluſh'd to ſay, in the con-“ 133. 
cluſion of his book, that his oppoſers alledge no- 
thing but reaſonings without proof, but that he e- 
fabliſhes facts upon teſtimony ;, and, that his ad- 
verſaries argue from the text's not being in the 
Vatican nor Alexandrian manuſcripts, that there- 
fore it was in none of Stephens's. No Sir, we ar- 
gue, that becauſe *tis not now found, nor any 
raſure pretended, in any manuſcripts, even not 
in thoſe which Stephens had, that therefore it 
was not there formerly, and that the /emzcircle 
was miſplaced : So that on our ſide is the proof 
from fact, on yours from reaſonings againſt it; 
while you bring not one manuſcript in proof, nor 
one witneſs that ſays he ſaw ſuch a one upon his 
own immediate ſearch. By: 8 
And I would know what made the Louvain 
Divines make the doubt, whether the ſemicircle 
were in its due place? Surely they had ſome rea- 
ſon for ſuch a particular ſuſpicion. So that I 
think the Buſineſs of Stephens's manuſcripts ſtands 
as I put it before, and Mr. Martin has found no 
evidence of any one Greet manuſcript here, which 
yet is his Iaſt and chief Refuge; for as to his 
Codex Britannicus, I think there needs no more 
3 | 3 
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be ſaid to it, than that Eraſmus either never ſaw 


it, or however judged it to be corrupted in this 


Ch. 10. 


place by ſome modern interpolation. 


Nor is that any inſuperable difficulty which 


Mr. Martin pretends, ſaying, that Stephens ſhould 


at once have ſaid in the margin, is wann, c. i. e. it 


was wanting in all, rather than ſaid, tis not in 


this, nor tus, nor this, and fo of all the ſevey 


manuſcripts, if he had no more. Perhaps in- 


deed that had been the ſhorter way; but who 
knows the reaſons of mens fancies, or why they 


chuſe this or that way of expreſſing themſelves, 


when they are at their own liberty? Perhaps when 


Stephens ſaw moſt of the verſe in the Compluten- 


ran edition, and in that of Eraſmus, he was 
-loth bluntly to ſay ſo harſh a thing, as that he 
could find it in no manuſcript, and ſo might 
chuſe to ſay it more ſoftly, viz. not in ſuch and 


ſuch : And tho theſe indeed were all he had, yet 


-this was not ſo obvious to be obſerved by many, 


as the other had been, and therefore was lels 
offenſive, 

But it may be aſked, whence then did Stephens 
take theſe words, ſince he did put 'em into his 
Text? Reſp. *Tis enough that we can anſwer 
in the negative upon good authority, that he had 
'em not from any of his Greek manuſcripts, and 


then *tis no great matter where elſe he found 


em. Probably he took 'em, as he did the 
words & Tp S, from the Complutenſian edi: 
tion; only the latter part of the verſe not being 


fo agrieable to the Latin Bibles, as 'twas in 


Zraſmus, from his ſuppoſed Britiſh Greek ma- 
nuſcript, he might prefer the reading of this 
latter, and take Sr d. TEES &y £104, rather than the 
0. reste £15 T9 Ey sl. Fn 
Nor is it any ſuch puzzling queſtion as Mr. 
Martin fancies, viz, Why did Stephens' * 
3 | that 


* 
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that the Complutenſian edition had bis rd i, i. e. 
apree in one, as peculiar to it, if the whole verſe 
was ſo ? I anſwer, none can ſay the whole was 

uliar to it, when the /»ppo/ed Britiſ manu- | 
ſcript, and Eraſmus's edition alſo, had the reſt * = 
of the verſe; and therefore this part only was 4 
peculiar, and ſo was fit to be obſcrved. 

Mr. Martin in Chap. 11. is fo over- critical 
in marking the differences of the Codex Britau- 
nicus, and the Greek of the council of Lzteran, 
that he obſerves one confiderable aifference to be 
70 and rd, when a very little knowledge of 
the Greek would ſuggeſt that it was only an er- 
ratum; probably the mark over the Sr, a cir- 
cumflex with an aſpirate, was placed ſo as to be 
taken for a lau and a part of the word. 

[ cannot but remark one thing more in Mr, 
Martin's 11th chapter: he tells us, The Com- 
plutenſian edition does not teach, as do all the o- 
 thers, the Unity of eſſence in the three perſons, 
but the Unity of their teſtimony. Burt then I aik 
him and others, what they mean by ſo often 
vouching this authority ? If we grant 'em this, 
then they will gain a Text which does not teach 
the Unity of eſſence in the three perſons, but the 
contrary z and then perhaps they will throw it up 
again, and be as angry that we receive 1t, as 
they were before that we rejected it. Let *em | 
tell us whether they think we ſhould or ſhould 
not admit it, or elſe let *em never more urge us 1 
with the Complutenſian cop. . 4 


The ꝰ¼πJ teſtimonies which Mr. Martin touches ::or, V. 
on in his 12th chapter are amongſt the ſuppoſi- | 
titious works aſcribed to Athanaſtus. I he jr/t, 
taken from the Synopſis Script. has been pbſerved 
to be no plain evidence of any regard to 7his?. 69. 
text, let the author be who he will; and for the 
aber author, Mr. Martin does not know but 
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he was a Latin, tho he thinks he poſſibly might 
be a Greek; but of the fifth or ſixth century 
however, which is not worth ſtriving about; 
fince it can come but to this, that among the 
multitude of Greek writers, one, who poſſibly 
might be. Greek, ſeems to have ſome relation to 
ſuch a text, but all the reſt are ſilent z and yet 
his words To sr, will agree to the eighth verſe, 
by "omitting (eis), as much as to the ſeventh by 
adding the (70) : ſo that ibis anſwer will remain 
good againſt all he has ſaid about the difference 
of the Latin and the Greek. | 

His 13th chapter tells us, that this verſe is 
made uſe of in the Greek Church, in her 
confeſſion of Faith, Ritual, and Leſſons; which 
may eaſily be, and yet be but of late dat, 
If he could ſhew us they had it in their 
Offices in the primitive ages, *twere to the pur- 
poſe z but to ſay any of their Offices, which from 
age to age have been ſubject to variations or ad- 
ditions, have it 7cww, is to ſay nothing: and to 


argue, that if they ook it into the public leſſon, 


(which is an antient part of the Office) it 11 
be becauſe they knew it was an omiſſion, and that 
7t ought to be added; is juſt the ſame as to fa, 
whoever put it into the Bible, or any Greet E. 
dition of the New Teſtament, (which New Te 
tament is certainly a very old book) did it be- 
cauſe they knew it was a defect, and that it 
ought to be added; which they could not have 
thought, if the words had not been in their 


Greek Bibles before, i. e. that it could never have 


come in at all, if not at the ff penning of St. 
Jobn's Epiſile. Which is a pretty ſhort argu- 


ment. but there needs no great guard againſt it 
force, to them who believe an addition or al- 


teration to be no impoſſible thing. Let Mr. 


Martin prove ibis, and he will carry his point 


indeed 
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indeed by reaſon, which he ſeems not t ſo * 
to do by evidence of falt. 


e 
Mr. Marin s evaſions (or objecti 15 con- 


frdered. 


come now to conſider briefly his anion of 
the arguments againſt this Text, which he 
calls objections, in his ſecond part, viz. 
1. The Greek manuſcripts have not this Text; Ch. 1. 

but then, ſays he, they want ſome other Texts al. 
ſo which yet are genuine, Reſp. Some manu- 
ſcripts may want one text, and others another; 
but is there one text of good authority 1 


they all want? for ſo the caſe is here. 


2. The councils of Nice and Sardica mention Ch. 2. 
it not: but it was, ſays he, chap. 2. becauſe 
they had' no conteſt about the Trinity, but only the 
Deity of the Son. Reſp. Very good! But was 
not 7his Text as much to the purpoſe for the Sox's 
Deity, as for the Holy Spirit's, or as for the 
Deity of all the 7hree Perſons? Is not the Son 
one of the Trinity ? and would not a text that 
mould be thought to prove Father, Son, and 
Hirit to be one God, prove as ſtrongly, that the 


Father and Son are aces Was it not on all ſuch 


occaſions as good a proof as that text, 1 and my 
Father are one? 

3. The Greek Fathers did not mention it; but 
yet it might, he thinks, have been in ſome other of Ch. 3: 
their Writings, which are loſt, as the text of 
baptizing in the name of the Father, the Son, and 
the Spirit (and ſome others) is not uſed by em in 
ſeme treatiſes where it was proper. Reſp. What 
is this to our caſe, where the words are not o- 


mitted in one part, and found in another, or by 
O 4 Ode 
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one writer, but found in other Greek writers of 
his age; but are omitted in all the genuine 
works of all the Greek writers of ſo many hun- 
dred years that have remained? ?*Tis a hard pre. 
ſumption indeed to imagine it ſhould be in a 
great many loſt writings, and not. preſerved in 
one of the many we have, to which they were 
ſo pertinent. As for the Latin writers, they are 
accounted for in my Inquiry. 

Ch. 4. 4. The Fathers who mention the eighth verſe, 
E and yet not the ſeventh, ſays he, had only occa- 

* ſion for the one, and the other was not proper to 

their purpoſe. Reſp. It might indeed happen 

ſo in ſome inſtances, but not in all, Not in 

Cyril, who had plainly more occaſion for the ſe- 

venth verſe than for the eighth, in order to prove 

the Holy Spirit God, or to have the Name of God, 

J appeal to any man, if the ſeventh ver/e be not 

more likely to anſwer that purpoſe than 2e Wa- 

ter, Blood, and Spirit, &c. Not in Auguſtin, 
for he directly wanted ſuch a ext. to prove his 
point, viz. That where two or more are ſaid in 

Scripture to be one, they are not different, but the 

ſame thing nothing could have hit Eis fancy bet- 

ter, if it had been known to him. Not in Fa- 
cundus ſurely, who urged the 8th verſe for proof 
of the Trinity, but not the 7th. Mr. Marlin 
ſays, he ought to have fluck to this laſt. But "tis 
certain he did not; and for what reaſon but this, 
that he knew not of any ſuch text? And alſo that 
the African Biſhops, by uſing the teſtimony of 
St. John for the Father, Word, and Spirit's be- 
ing one, intended it only, as he expreſly ſays St, 
* Cyprian did intend. it, of the myſtical interpre- 
tation of the e:gh;b verſe. So that this excuſe 

will not do. N 

Beſides, had they never any occaſion for the 
ſerenth verſe? Could they find no eee 

| | | . 
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for bringing in this, one of the moſt excellent paſs 
ſages of the whole Scripture, as Mr. Martin calls 
it, before he has proved it to be any part at all? 
Where are theſe inſtances? What, not once in 
all St. Auguſtine's ten large Tomes! Again, had 
not ſuch a commentator on St. John's epiſtle, as 
Bede, (the moft learned man perhaps in the 
eighth century) the ſame occaſion for the ſeventh 
verſe, viz. to comment upon it, if it had lain in 
his way as the other did? Which was all the 
occaſion he wanted, that I know of. Therefore 
Mr. Martin adds in his fifth chap. + | 

5. Commentators have always been at liberty to 
expound only. what paſſages they pleaſed. Reſp. 
True, they are ſo, for none can compel *em ; but 
I think men are not wont to uſe their liberty in 
this manner without ſome reaſon, and againſt rea- 
ſon, and the world's expectation ; or without 
ſome apology for it, eſpecially in ſo remarxable 
a text. Oecumenius had no reaſon to omit it, and 
Bede as little. Chry/oſtom indeed might omit or 
paſs over one ſentence that was eaſy and plain, 
or of {maller importance, or that often occurr*d, 
or the like; and ſo another might do by others; 
but how comes it that both Oecumenius and Bede 
ſhould agree to - omit this ſame text ſo very re- 
.markable ? Or is there one old commentato 
that ever did obſerve the words ? 7 
But Mr. Martin objects, Oecumenius and Bede | 
knew it to be a text received by ſome ; and ſo had = 
as much reaſon to ſay ſomething to it, tho they E 
had not own'd it, and yet are quite ſilent, againſt 
all reaſon that we can give. Reſp. This is pre- 
ſuming what is not granted; for Oecumenius, be- 
ing a Greet writer, would probably have no man- 
ner of occaſion to ſpeak of it; foraſmuch as 
this paſſage does not appear to have been in one IF 
Greek manuſcript of the New Teſtament to his = 
time, 4 
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time, nor mention'd by one genuine and known 
Greet writer, what reaſon could he have to ſay 
any thing about a matter that had never been in 
being ? Surely it muſt have been by a ſpirit of 
prophecy ; for Mr. Martin has not ſhewn it was 
in St. John's epiſtle in Oecumenius's time, he has 
only /aid it, and it had been ſtrange, if he had 
mark'd a text which he had never ſeen. _. 

As for Bede, the words might begin perhaps 
to be taken into ſome private. Latin copies be- 
fore his time, in Africa or other remote places; ; 
yet probably he had never ſeen or known it; and 

| not having it in his Latin, nor in the Greek co- 
Pies, what reaſon had he to take notice of it? 
| Mr. Martin makes a vain ſuppoſition, that Bede 
| found his Latin copy had it; and that if his 
Greek wanted it, he ſhould not have failed to 
take notice of it; whereas no ſuch thing appears, 
but rather both wanted it. As for Bede's knowing 
that Cyprian, Victor Vitenfis and Fulgentius had 
cited theſe words, this is but a precarious ſuppo- 
| ſition neither; for if this was judged to be only 
| their myſtical interpretation of the eighth verſe, 
| then Bede had nothing to ſay of it, as of another 
| text by itſelf. 
| And indeed, if he had known the words of 
St. Cyprian, and of the African Biſhops, &c. 
(which yet does not appear) and had taken 'em 
to refer to a dire text in St. Jobn, yet if he 
knew of no ſuch text, how could he tell where 
to inſert it, or where to take notice of it, whe- 
ther in St. John's Goſpel or Epiſtle ? Therefore 
it were no wonder he ſhould not mention ſuch a 
8 looſe uncertain matter in St. Cyprian. But it 
had been ſtrange indeed, if finding the text in 
| his Bible, he ſhould omit to comment on that in 
8 courſe, when yet he commented on the reſt round 
1 - about it, before and behind, — os 
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So that I think theſe apologies and excuſes are 
too thin and weak to paſs in the world: but the 
beſt of it is, the Fathers need em not, in my 
opinion; becauſe they had a much more ſubſtan- 
tial reaſon for not mentioning tbeſe words, if they 
never found em in. their Bill. 
And now I muſt leave it to the judicious and 
candid readers to conſider, whether Mr. Martin 
had good reaſon to go off with ſo much oſtenta- 
tion and opinion of his performance. Os the 
oppofite part, ſays he, we bave nothing but reaſon- 
ings without proofs; on ours, evident proofs and 
reaſonings upon em. W'e ſettle a matter of fa? 
on poſitive teſtimonies of witneſſes, without ' ambi- 
guity, without exception : they alledge dumb wit- 
neſſes that can only ſpeak by ſigns, — manuſcripts 
that have not the text; writers who have not 
quoted it. hg 
Where are theſe fas? theſe poſitive proofs 
againſt which nothing can be ſaid ? What, I ſuppoſe, 
the Berlin manuſcript of 500 years old? and all 
above the ſeven manuſcripts of Stephens, which 
had this epiſtle? And where are they ? bring 
forth your witneſſes ; I doubt they can't ſpeak fo 
much as by /igns, for there is not any ſign of 'em 
that I can ſee. And I ſuppoſe Ferom's preface, 
and the Brit; inviſible manuſcript, Sc. Here 
are facts indeed alledged, but they are only ſup- 
poſed facts, that want c 100. | 
The moſt plaufible witneſs is St. Cyprian, 
which yet is not ſo plain, but that much is very 
reaſonably ſaid to ſhew he ſpake of another 
text, | 5 be 
They alledge aumb witneſſes, — manuſcripts that 
have not the text, ſays he. But are not negative 
proofs proper to make out a negative? If one 
obtrude ſome new text in print, or a Mabometan 
ſhould urge a text of our Lord's (as is pretended) 
| 3 : ſpeaking 
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ſpeaking of Mabomet by name, or regard G-; 
muſt not negative witneſſes confute it, by ſhew- 
ing *tis not ſo in any Greek manuſcript copy, nor 
mentioned in any genuine Greek writer for many 
hundred years? nor pretended to by any favou- 
rers of Mahomet in the firſt ſetting up their re- 
ligion? And have we not all this evidence againſt 


E tbis verſe ? If I produce a blank paper, does not 
it prove there is no writing in it, _y becauſe 
& tis flent and can't ſpeak? = 


JI To conclude, if it be ſo in fat, I hope *tis no 
faulty poſiriveneſs or confidence to ſay it, viz. 
That there is not one old Greek manuſcript of the 
New Teſtament, . written before printing, ye: 
known to the world, which warrants zbis text 

for genuine, tho there be a huge number which 
all want it. So that I hope no candid man will 
ſay I am immodeſt in pronouncing it doubtful, 
or that I would not receive it, which I am ſure 

I would, if I had ſufficient evidence that ever 

St. John had deliver'd it to the Saints. | 
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8188 


r 


1720 


* 2 . 3 g , l 3 3 
* E re ene — - — — 6 
0 — — — — 


CONT ENTS 


7 be nn 


f CHAP. I. 3 
— 4 true Account of the Berlin Manuſcript. 


CHAN IL. 
of Robert Stephens's Greek Manuſcripts. 


CRAP MI. 
Of St. Jerom? s Preface and Bible. 


: CH AP Iv, 


q two antient Greek Writers, that are - pretended A 
o quote this text and of the Latin MINOR. 


CHAS” Y. 


Of the Dublin 1 called Codex Mont- 
fortius. 


P 0 $ T-S: C RIP 1. 
8 Containing three Letters: 
One from Father Le Long, Prięſt of the * 


at Paris, to Mr. M: artin, ME to — s 
Manu ſc. J 7þt S. . : \ 


| 7 wo from Mr. La Croze, 8 15 the 
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* 


A REPLY to Mr Martin's. 
ExAu NATION, Sc. 


The 105 TRODUCTION. 


length to Mr, Martin's Examination: He has 

mingled ſo many long hiſtorical #arrations 
concerning late authors; has introduced his a 
ments with ſuch flouriſhing preambles; and after- 
wards confirms them with ſo many high com- 


| is not my deſign to make this Reply equal in 


mendations, that I find a great deal which I need . 


take no notice of. 
I pretend not to ſay that I am not miſtaken 
in any accidental matter whatever : and therefore 
if I [negle& to diſtinguiſh Eucherius from the 
African biſhops, when he liv'd in an iſle on the 
oppoſite coaſt ; or if I had miſtaken, in calling 
the XIth age St. Bernard's time, inſtead of the 
XIIth, it had been no great matter; for as to 
this Mr. Martin himſelf had ſaid, That toward 
the end of the eleventh century St. Bernard quoted 


this text in many of his writings . And I thought # Difſer- 
I had been very, ſure that he could not make tat. ch. 3. 


very many quotations in the age before he was 
born; and fo I ventur'd to ſay he liv'd in that 
eleventh age in which he wrote : but Mr. Martin. 
corrects me, ſaying, nor did St. Bernard live in 


the XIth, but the XTIth age. Whereas the truth .. 


ot 
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of the hole matter is juſt the contrary; for he 


was born towards the end of the XIth age, (Anno 
1091, ſays Dr. Cave) ſo that he did not quote 


this text in t he XIth age, which Mr. Martin has F 


affirm'd, but yet he did live in the XIth age, 
which he e ſo little caution does he uſe in 
what he writes. But I paſs on to what more 


nearly affects our main argument. 


J obſerve two things in Mr. Martin's entrance 
upon his work, in his very firſt leaf, that are a 
little ſurprizing: 

1. That he ſhould preſume to ſay, p. 2. That 
the univerſal antient church has ſuppoſed this text 
to contain the doctrine of the Trinity of perſons in 
the Godhead ; when it is not pretended to be once 
mention*d by any one of the antient Greek church 
or writers; and but once is pretended, with any, 
and that very little, colour, to be quoted by any 
Latin till the fifth century. If this amount to a 
teſtimony of the univerſal antient church, I dare 
engage to produce her teſtimony, and one much 
more ample, for many ſtrange things which Mr. 


Martin would not believe. 


2. I wonder, that when he will not conteſt 
againſt the Arians' from the laſt words, heſe 
tbree are one, whether they don't mean only an 
unity of teſtimony, he ſhould yet think them di- 
ſtreſs'd by provirg the Father, Son, and Spirit, 
to be three perſons from their being three witneſſes; 
and that I, for this reaſon, was in 4 miſtake in 
ſaying, the words, if genuine, were as favourable 
to them call'd Arians, as to any; and adds, / 
know not whence he learned that the Arians ever be- 
lieved the Holy Spirit tolbe a perſon really ſubfiſting. 
And truly I as little know whence it is that he 
has not learned it, except it be from his not hav- 


ing look'd much into the controverſy, how much 


or how forcibly ſoever he may have written upon 
| it, 
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it, as his preface tells: us. And I dare aſſure 
f him, that if he have no occaſion for this text hut 
to prove the Holy Spirit a perſon, thoſe call'd 
Ariaus will grant him the benefit of it in ſome 
other text more expreſs; and he has leſs reaſon | 
to ſeek for it here, where the water and blood are 
called witneſſes alſo, which yet are not perſons. 
T obſerve alfo, that Mr. Martin reckons. it a Exanir, 
mighty advantage, that his text. bas been found ch. 11. 
(tho not conſtantly, as he ſays) inthe Latin Bibles 
of the weſtern churches, from the age when print- 
ing began, upwards to the eighth century; which 
with me, I confels, is of ſmall account, when the 
inquiry is, whether ever it was in the Greek ori- 
ginal, or in the Bibles of the fit ages; which is 
not to be proved by ifs being no in thoſe of the 
r DOS - DDT1C3O0 FOEHTE © | 
And tho he ſays a text does not loſe its autho- 
rity beeauſe the manuſcripts vary, yet the learned 
and judicious will allow me to tell him, that when, 
as he ſuppoſes, any texts are varied, or are want- 
ing in divers manuſcripts of the greateſt antiquity, 
o read in others; {which is not the caſe of our 
text) their authenticneſs as to us, becomes leſs. 
certain and more doubtful in proportion to the 
want of evidence of their genuineneſs: and yet 
Mr. Martin is not'fo ingenuous as once to con- 
feſs /his text to be ſõ můch as doubtful, tho want- 
ing in all the known Greek manuſcripts; without 
any diſagreement or variation; but always ſpeaks 
of it as moſt certainly genuine, proved by indi/- 
putable witneſſes, and by a great variety of proofs, 
every one of which is concluſive, without the affiſt- 
once of the reſt, and the like: in which as I be- 
leve he is almoſt ſingular, ſo it ſhall not affright 
o from purſuing my arguments for the con- 
rary, | 
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The ſum of my argument againſt Mr. Marti 

in relation to #his text, was in three concluſions : 

I. That xo one antient nor genuine Gres 

writer mentions this text upon any occaſion what. 

ever. To which he oppoſes only /wo paſſage 

of ſome uncertain counterfeit Athanaſius, but re- 
lies more upon ſome of the Latins. 

2, That, tho there be /o many manuſcripts which 

want the verſe, there is not one antient Greek us. 

| nuſcripi produced to countenance its admiſſion into 

. the text. To this he has oppoſed one manuſcript 

| at Berlin, of which he has made ſome pretences of 
a ſhuffling defence. 

3. That we have no wel · atteſted evidence 
or ſatisfactory account, of am one having for 
merly ſeen any ſuch Greek manuſcript, tho it 
has been much preſumed, and in general terms 
faid, there were ſome. To this he has oppoſed 

Robert Stephens manuſcripts, atteſted, as he 
thinks, by Beza; and alſo St, Ferom's teſtimony, 
taken from his preface, and his verſian of the 
New Teſtament. 

Theſe three principal points, with which ſome 
ſmaller things will naturally ſtand or fall, I ſhall 
again conſider. and defend, that I may confirm 

the aboveſaid three concluſions. Only I intend to 

leave that about the Greek and Latin Fathers to 
the laſt place, and begin with the ſecond, con- 
cerning the Berlin manuſcript, wh ich formerly 
was not fully informed of. 


CHAP, 
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A true account of the Berlin Manuſcript, 


which Mr. Mann, fe sis reputed to be 
zoo years. od; and it 

concealment of the evidence he had of the 
contra y. Arte | 


HAVE argu'd againſt the authority of 
1 Joby 5. 7. that it is not found in any one 
antient Greek manuſcript. before printing, as far 
25 yet appears to the learned world; ſo that it 
ſeems to have been inſerted in the public im- 
preflions without any good warrant. Mr. M. 
on the contrary. tells us, that *tis in a manuſcript 


at Berlin in the kings library, reputed 500 Jars Digg, tat. 
d; and that F. le Long gives thts account upon ch. 8. 


the tefimony of Saubertus and Tollius; and Dr. 


Kettner relates the ſame, & c. This indeed was 


ſomething ro the purpoſe, if true. But when 
[ hook'd Into F. le Long and Tollius, I found not 
a word of this account there; neither that the 
manuſcript was reputed to be go years old, nor 
that the paſſage of St. John is in it, tho this 
latter proves in fact to be true: Hereupon I 
thought it meet to make ſome further inquiry 
about this Berlin copy. 


Underſtanding there was a Gentleman from 


Berlin then at London, capable of giving a good 
account of this matter, 1 deſir'd a friend, who 
was likely to ſee him, to aſk him about it; 
which he did, and brought me for an anſwer, 
that the texc in diſpute was only in the margin 
of the Berlin Greet manuſcript. Whether the 


queſtion put, or the Gentleman's anſwer to it, 


vas miſtaken, I know not; but it ſeems by the 
following letter, here was an error, and I was 


7s very difingenuous 


* 
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this verſe in the text, but had it in the margia 


we can affirm nothing certain concerning its ani. 


this was all that in this letter was ſaid relating 


John is found in it, and ſtands in the body of tht 


firms one part of his account by freſh advice 


A Reyry tw 
miſinform'd as to the Greek manuſcript ; it being 
only the noted Latin manuſcript which wanted 


LES 
1 


Mr. M. who it appears knew the whole matter 
(more than he had the ingenuity to confefs) con- 


from Berlin +, viz. that the paſſage, 1 John 5, ). 
is in the text of the Greek manuſcript z but the. 
other part, viz. the antiquity of the manuſcript, 
(without which the other is nothing at all) is in 
a manner given up by his friend, who adds, but 
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quity. . I wiſh Mr. M. had let us know whether 


to the manuſcrip!, and whether his correſpon- 
dent, who could fay nothing for its antiquity, 
did not at the ſame time acquaint him with argy- 
ments of its novelty, which in juſtice ought not 
to be concealed by an honeſt inquirer after the 
„ | * e ee 

Immediately after the foremention*d words of 
the letter from Berlin, Mr. M. adds a paragraph, 
in which I] preſently thought J diſcerned the 
marks of great diſingenuity, confuſion, and 
guilt, Whether, ſays he, this manuſcript be 500 
years old, or more, or leſs, if they will have it ſo, 
is a point to be diſcuſſed by thoſe learned men, whojt 
particular ſtudy has been about the ink, the parct- 
ment, the form of the characters, and ſuch oller 
matters, whereby they judge almoſt exactiy of tht 
time a manuſcript was wrote in; and yet art ft 
miſtaken. . I make myſelf no party in this affair; 1 
ftand to what I quoted from F. Long: my gquota- 
tion is faithful; and whatever be determined con- 
cerning the antiquity of the copy, the paſſage of &. 
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text; that's enough ; even leſs would ſuffice, _ 
+ Examination of Mr. Er yn's Anſwer, ch. xiv. 


the truth I maintain has no need of the Berlin ma- 
y/cript. Here is ſuch ſhifting- and ſhuMing, | 
aying and unſaying, laying all on the back of 

F. Long, (who yet had not faid what Mr. Martin 
quotes him for, as ſhall be ſhewn) ſuch a modeſt 
willingneſs to be content with the truth of one 
dF of his own aſſertion, that yet was utterly in- 

ſignificant by itſelf ; riay, to be content without 
any part of it, and to account it 'enough tho it 
were nothing at all; that I had reaſon to ſuſpect 
here was ſomething very unfair, if the true ſtate 
of the Berlin copy could be fully known. 
Having the happineſs of an intelligent friend, 
who held correſpondence with a very learned and 


of him to write to his correſpondent to inquire 
into this matter; who received (and tranſmitted 

hither in the original) the following letter from 
the celebrated Mr. La Croze, the learned library- 
keeper of the king of Pruſſia; in which, with 
the candor and ingenuity, becoming a perſon of 
integrity and true learning, he has given this full 

account of the manuſcript under his care. | 


f Vir Ampliſſime, 

7 : * « * . 

'S | ALO diſcas ex litteris meis ea quæ 
-. nomine d. C flagitas, quam ab eo 


ipſo, ad quem, utpote ad virum mihi minus 
* cognitum, litteras deſtinare nolui. Miror codi- 
cem noſtrum, librum nullius auctoritatis, aſſe- 
rendæ dubiæ lectioni idoneum videri, cum jam 
ego compluribus viris eruditis, ipſique Reve- 
tendo Martino, manifeſtum fecerim, eum co- 
* dicem, qui falſarii cujuſdam fraude pro antiquo 
venditus eſt, & venditatur, manu recenti ex 
editione Polyglotia Complutenſi fuiſſe deſcriptum. 
Il ſtatim vidi cum anno MDC XVI +, Biblio- 
„ © thecam 
} Read MDCXCVI. - : 
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eminent perſon in Saxony, I obtained the favour 
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thecam regiam peregrinorum more, non enim 
tunc me moras Berolini fadturum putabam, perlu. 
ſtrarem, dixique palam Hendreichio vg hate]; 
idque, ex quo Bibliotheca mihi credita eſt, can- 
dide apud omnes profeſſus ſum; neque id ig 
norat Cl. & Reverendus Martinus, cui idem 
meo nomine ſignificatum eſt T. 5 
Hic ergo habes compendium quæſtionum 
tuarum: qui codicem editum Complutenſen 
vidit, is vidit & manuſcriptum codicem no- 
ſtrum, ne demptis quidem mendis typogra- 
phorum, que ſcriba indoctus ita fideliter ex - 
preſſit, ut omnino conſtet hominem illiteratum 
ab erudito aliquo nebulone ei fraudi perficiendæ 
fuiſſe præfectum. Et ſane pro antiquo liber ile 
venditus eſt, immani etiam pretio, etſi mem 
branæ recenti adhuc calx, five creta illa inhæ- 
reat, quæ pellibus vitulinis parandis adhiber 
ſolet; atramentum ubique albicans, demptis 
aliis criteriis, fraudi agnoſcendæ ſufficeret. 
Quicunque ergo ad hunc codicem provocat, 
is omnino ſe nihil agere norit. Certe quod ad 
me attinet, pertinax ſum fidei Nicenæ & or- 
thodoxæ; at illi tuendæ abſit ut fraudes un - 
quam adhibeam. Cæterum verſus 7. eodem 
tenore in codice illo legitur quo 6 & 8, nec 
quicquam margini adſcriptum eſt. Nullos a-' 
hos novi teſtamenti codices Græcos manuſcnp» 
tos habemus; Latinos vero quam plurimos, 
ſed recentiores; inter quos quidam eſt bonæ 
note ex antiquiflimo, ut mihi conſtat, des 
ſcriptus, in quo verſus octavus ſextum ſtatim 
excipit, addito tamen ſeptimo in margine ab 
eadem manu. Hæc habui, que roo 
; £6 allo 


I See the letter here referr'd to in the Poſtſcript to this 

Reply, fo far as Mr. Martin thought proper to publiſh it. 

Martin's Yerit du texte 1 John 5. 7. p. 203. | 
5 
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« alid vocatus, eodem tamen momento, quo 
ſiteræ tuæ ad me delatæ ſunt: nec plura in 


ptæſenti addere licet, niſi quod me benevo- 
« Jentize tuæ iterum, iterumque commendo 
Anpliſimi nominis tui fudiaſſimum, 
Berolini, pridie Cal. Januar. 8 
e Me 
tibi fauſtum ſelicem TY | 0 


precur, & voveo. 


II ſeems very ſtrange to me, that ever our 
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nanuſcript, à book of no authority at all, ſhould 


be alledg*d in confirmation of a dubious reading, ſince 
[ have already diſcovered it to very many learned 
men, and even to the Reverend Mr. Martin himſelf, 
that this manuſcript, tho much boaſted of, and ſold 
by a cunning cheat: for an antient book, is but a late 
tranſcript from the Polygot of the Complutenſian 
edition; this I preſently diſcerned, when as a 
ranger only I viewed the King's library, before I 
bad any thoughts of ſettling at Berlin, and 7 then 


declared the ſame openly to Hendreichius now de. 


ceaſed: and ever. ſince this library bas been com- 
mitted to ny caro, I have freely owned it upon all 
ortafions withous reſerve ; and the' Reverend Mr, 
Martin knows it very well, who by my means has 
bron informed of it. 


Take this therefore in ſhort for an anſwer to all 


your queſtions : He that has ſeen the Complutenſian 
printed copy, has at the ſame time ſeen our manu- 
ſcript, without exrepting ſo much' as the errors of 
the printer, which the unſtilful Scribe bas ſo ex- 
y copy d, that it plainly appears ſome learned 
tnave had committed thework to an illiterate man. 
The book indeed was ſold'for very antient, and 
ae, at an buge- price; and yet the parchment 
is:/o new, - thas the very lime or chalk, made uſe of 


. * 
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in the dreſſing calve-ſkins, is yet upon it; and were 
there no other marks of fraud, ibe ink is enough ty 
aiſcover it, in that it is whitiſh in every part : It 
is therefore to no purpoſe to appeal to this copy. 
For my part I firmly bold the Nicene and ori bodor 
Faith; but God forbid Iſbould ever go-about to di. 
fend it by fraud, However in this manuſcript, ile 
7th verſe is in the text, inthe ſame manner as the 
6:b and 8th are, nor is there any thing written in 
the margin. 35 
We have no other Greek manuſcripts of thz 
New Teſtament; many Latin ones we have, but 
them not old; among which there is one indeed of 
good efteem, which appears to me to be tranſcribed 
from a very antient copy; in this the 8th verſe in. 
 mediaicly follows the 6th, and ihe ſeventh verſe 
is added inthe margin by the ſame hand. This i 
what I Have to write in anſwer, &c . 
Dec. 31, 1719. | 


I have no leave given me, nor am I reſtrained 
from making this letter public; and hope it 
will give no offence to the worthy author, whoſe 
critical genius, and honeſt regard to truth in a 
matter of fact, will ſurely merit the eſteem of the 
learned and impartial. I have therefore ſet down 

the intire letter, according to the original, that 
none may ſuſpect me of withholding any thing 
that might be againſt my cauſe; and ſhall now 
make a few remarks upon Mr, Martin's diſhonou- 
rable conduct in this matter of the Berlin manu- 
ſcript, which he aſſerted, and pretended to prove, 
had the reputation of being five hundred years 3 
+ 2 3 1. It 


1 This account of the Berlin Ms is farther confirmed in 
another letter from the ſame Mr. La Croze dated Aug. 16. 


1733. wherein he entirely gives up the authenticity of this 
text, altho', as he intimates, his former freedom had expoſed 
him to the cenſure and reflexions of ſome raſh bigots. Set 
that letter in the Poſtſcript hereto. - | 


, * 4 


and by what he has ſaid in his Examination of my 
anſwer, that Mr. Martin had good evidence of 


the little or no reputation of this manuſcript for 


antiquity ; and that it was at leaſt reaſonably ſuſ- 
pected, if | to. | 
cranſcript, ſince printing has been in uſe, How 


exactly do his words, about the ink and parchment, 
Sc. anſwer to the account in Mr. Le Croze's 


letter, and confirm the truth of his having been 


informed of the ſtate of this copy? And yet he 


was not ſo ingenuous as to own any thing of it; 


only from a ſcrap of a letter he tells us, we can 
affirm nothing certain of its antiguity; but I judge 
Mr. Martin could have told us a great deal 


chat had been affirmed of its novelty, and of its 
being a fraud. And ought not an impartial lover 
of truth to have diſcover d this in a critical diſſer- 


lation, or elſe not alledg'd this manuſcript at all _ 


in the argument, 


With what ingenyous honeſty could he pro- 


ceed-to fay, Whether this manuſcript be 500 years 
old, more or leſs, is to be diſcuſſed, Sc. As if, by 
the information ſent him, it was as likely to be 


of greater antiquity, as of /z/5 than 500 years, 


for any thing that he had heard; or as if he had 


not known, that a judgment had been made of 
* novelty from the ink and parchment, and the 
ike. i 

2. Mr. Martin has not produced any one au- 


thority or teſtimony that juſtifies his affirmation, 


viz. that this manuſcript had the reputation of be- 


ing 500 years old; on the contrary, tho he ſays, 
F. Long gives this account on the teſtimony of 


Tollius and Saubertus, yet F. Long (in the place 
refer d to) ſays not a word of 500 years od; much 
leſs does he ground it on the teſtimony of Tullius, 


for be ſays not a word of it neither: and a ? 
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1. It appears plainly by the aboveſaid letter, 


not rather fully proved, to be a late 


—_— 
| poſt the ſame of Saubertus, whom: I have not 
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met with. Ee 
Indeed Mr. Martin had father'd the whole aſ. 
ſertion on F. Long, viz, It is ſaid to be in a na- 
nuſcript at Berlin reputed 500 years old; this ac- 
count F. Long gives, &c. but in his laſt tract he 
tells us, he contented bimſelf with giving the anti- 
quity of the manuſcript on the teſtimony of Saubertus 


and Tollins, as recited by F. Long: fo that we 


muſt quit him of the firſt half; one would hope 
then that the other remaining half ſnould be well 
proved from F. Long, viz. reputed 500 years old; 
which is what Mr. Martin faid of its antiquity, 
and was to prove. But tho Mr. Martin ſays, I 


Framinat. will tand to what I quoted from F. Long, and my © 


quotation is faithful, yet I think he had better 
confeſs his unfaithfulnefs, than to deny it. 

All that F. Long ſays, is, that there is a Greet 
manuſcript of the New Teſtament very old, on 
parchment, in great letters and without accents, 
which John Ravius bought for 200 Rix Dollars, 
and brought out of the Eaſt, and as is reported, 
gave it to the King*s-Library at Berlin, in two 
vol. and then only refers to the places in Saubertus 
avd Tollius . Where is the account of 500 years 
old in this? He calls it indeed a very antient ma- 


nu cript, but determines not the particular age 


of it, which Mr. Martin affirmed, and brought 
him for a witneſs of; and nat very ingenuouſly 
intimates, that F. Long muſt bear all the blame 
if it be not ſo old; but when himſelf only, and 
7 5 5 not 
+ Novum Teſt. Græcum MS pervetuſtum, membrana- 
ceum, literis uncialibus, & abſque accentuum notis exaratum, 
quod ducentis imperialibus emptum ex oriente attulit, & uti 
fama fert, Sereniſſ. EleQoris Brandeburgici illuſtri Bibliothecæ 
confecravit Johannes Rawius Profeſſor Upſalienfis,, 2 Vol. 
Je. Sanbertus in Proleg ad varias lectiones S. Matbiri, 
p- 64. de hir Codice loguitur Tollius in Epiſt. Itinerariis, 
Ep. 11. p. 45. Berolini Bihl. Brandeburg. 
F. Long, Bibliotb. S. To. 1. Cap. 3. Sect. 4. 


Myr. Martin's Ex n, Ce. 


— 
N Fs 
* 


elf no party in this affair, I quoted it fm 
rg feds e 


Long: 2 | | 

3. When he ſaw he could no longer juſtify his 
argument, how unfairly does he come off with 
this pitiful coneluſion? ih. = 2 of 
concerning the antiquity of the copy, the paſſage of 
ö.. John is found in s and in the e . 
text; that's enough. Is it ſo? But what is it e- 
nough for? Is it enough to prove the copy to be 


old, and before the art of printing, if it be but a 


tranſcript from the print? or'does Mr. Martix 
think ſo meanly of mankind, that they will take 


the paſſage to have been St. Fobn's originally, 


becauſe ſomebody of late has written down t 


words? He might even as well have ſaid, the 
paſſage is now printed, and that's enough; no 
matter what authority they had for it. But it 


muſt be enough, tho it be nothing to the purpoſe, 
becauſe Mr. Martin could prove no more from 
it. From the whole of this matter I take leave 
to make a few inferences. | | 


1. That Mr. Martin ſhould not think it ſtrange 


nor take it ill, if ſome ſuſpicion be entertained 


concerning others in what they have ſpoken in 


general terms of the manuſcripts made uſe of 
by them, in reviſing the New Teſtament; at 


leaſt ſo much as to put us upon examining” into 


the grounds they went upon; leſt perhaps, thro? 


a cautious fear of oppoſing the ſtrong and gene- 


ral prejudices of the age, or from ſome other 
bias, they alſo, like Mr. Martin, might conceal. 
ſome things known to them, which they did not 


care to have known, | | 
2. That he ſhould not cenſure. others. too 

hardly and vehemently, if any have made ſome 

ſuch flip, much lefs if it were only a miltake 


Stephens 


* 


„ ARryLy „o 
F 0 2 — 4 1 N 5 . 


Stephens a cheat and impaſtor, if he failed to put 
his marks exactly in the right place. I ſnould 
be very ſorry if any ſhould give Mr. Martin 
ſuch hard words, whom I will by no means cen- 
ſure as an evil man, tho I can't help thinking he 
has impoſed on the world, and dealt unfairly in 
this matter, viz. in recommending the antiquity 
of the Berlin copy, while he concealed what he 


knew of its nove/ty. | 


3. That it fill remains true what I had for- 


merly aſſerted, That the paſſage of St. Jobn is 


not now found in any one antient Greek manu- 
fcript yet known to the learned world; this Berlin 


manuſcript being the only one Mr. Martin pre- 


tends to inſtance in, and the copies of Stephens 

and others no longer in being, as he ſays, or 

5 1 z. which are the frivolous excuſes he 
cs. | | | 


CHAP, II. 
Of RoBERT STEPHENSs's Greek manuſcripts. 


H O Mr. Martin can find no antient Greek 
manuſcript in being, which has the text in 
diſpute, yet he thinks time was when there were 


ſuch manuſcripts in great plenty; eſpecially in 


the days of R. Stephens, to whoſe manuſcripts 


„ he appeals as an invincible proof of the genuine- 


neſs of this paſſage. To make this appear, he 


_ undertakes, 1. To ſhew that Stephens had more 


than ſeven copies of this epiſtle of St. Jobn, and 
that the text under debate was in ſome of them 


entire. And, 2. That the ſeven copies, refer'd 


to by Szephens's marks in his folio edition, wanted 
only the words iv rd veaw, in heaven; and that 
there was no miſtake in placing the Obelus, as 


has been long ſuſpected. Which /wo points I 


_ ſhall 
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ſhall conſider again; tho 1 think what 1 have 
ſiaid in my former anſwer is ſufficient to confute 
what Mr. Martin has ſaid in reply to it. 
But J muſt firſt take ſome notice of what he 
ſays as to the number of Stepbens's manuſcripts. _ 
Mr. Martin thinks he has done a conſiderable 
thing in determining the number of Stephens's 
- manuſcripts ta be ſeventeen ;. pretending to cor- 
rect Dr. Mills error, in that under the number 
of ſixteen he comprehends the Complutenſian edi- 
tion, Now tho I judge it nothing to the pur- 
poſe whether there were ſixteen or ſeventeen 
manuſcripts, ſo long as there were but ſeven of 
St. Jobn's epiſtle, yet I am not convinced that 
this was any error in Dr. Mill; becauſe Stephens 
himſelf in his preface ſpeaks but of ſixteen, and 
expreſly ſays, the Complutenſian was one of 
them, He marks the manuſcripts in his mar- 
gin, by the numeral letters in Greek, one, wo, 
three, and ſo on, ſays he, unto ſixteen; ad ſex- 
tum decimum uſque : and ditects us by the fir 
to underſtand the Complutenſian *. What can be 
more plain? And therefore whatever Beza meant 
by ſpeaking of ſeventeen, and tho he may ſeem 
to be a better judge in the caſe than Dr. Mill, 
yet I think Stephens himſelf a better judge than 
either of them, who mentions no more than 
foteen ; and which is more ſtill, the work itſelf 
ſhews it, ſince Mr. Martin pretends not to find 
any ſeventeenth number once referr'd to through- 
out the whole; which is a demonſtration that 
Stephens made uſe of but fixteen manuſcripts. 
I thought in one place Dr. Mill had allow'd fix- 
teen beſides the Complutenſian; but I perceive 
on a more ſtrict review of his words, that 40 
* Ut primo, Complytenſiam  editionem intelligas, "ſe 
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id not. Let us now examitie the #120 main 
points about theſe manuſcripts. 


#\ 


r 
2. Whether Stephens's marks, as : to them, 
1. Mr. Martiz has not proved that Stephens 


in all his ſixteen manuſcripts had more than ſe- 


ven copies of St. John's epiſtle; or that Dr. 
Mill and Dr. Roger of Bourges, c. were in 


a miſtake in ſo judging; on the contrary, Mr. 


Martin's way of 


reaſoning about it is weak and 


ridiculous 3. ;heir*s ſolid and juſt who argue a- 


gainft him, To ſhew this, we muſt take a 
RT... a . or 4 

Mr. Martin's pretended proof of more than 
ſeven manuſcripts, is grounded on his own 9b- 
ſervations, which he expreſſes thus: The ſe- 
ven canonical epiſtles being ordinarily joined 
in one volume with the epiſtles of St. Paul; it 
< follows from thence that R. Stephens had as 
© many copies of the ſeven canonical epiſtles as 
of the other, Now I have found fourteen ma- 


«* nuſcripts of St. Paul's epiſtles marked in the 


margins, whence I concluded there were fo 


many of the ſeven epiſtles.“ And he adds, 
we have a right to preſume nothing is want- 
* ing to a volume, till it be made appear that 
* ſome part of it is ſo! _ 1 | 

But if Mr. Martin had duly conſidered the 
ſtate of the manuſcripts of the New Teſtament, 
as they are related in F. Long's Bibhotbeca Sacra, 


and Dr. Mill's Prolegomena, he would have 
known that there is ſuck a great variety and di- 


verſity in the volumes of manuſcripts, that there 
is no room for determining what they ordina- 


' rily contain; or for concluding from one part 


of the New Teftament being ina manuſcript, how 
many other parts are connected with it, Sometimes 


in 
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in one manuſcript, all the four Goſpels are; ſome- 
times but one, or two, or three of them; and ſome- 
times the Aas: and of what Mr. Martis calls the 
ſecond volume, ſometimes the As may be with 
only the ſeven catholic epiſtles, and not St. Paul 8; 


ſometimes St. Paul's, and none of the ſeven, 


which made often a third volume, nay ſometimes 
two or three of St. Paul's alone. So that the 


foundation of Mr. Martin's argument is a weak 


and childiſh fancy, viz. That the manuſcripts 


are ordinarily made up in complete volumes, 
like our printed books, where the whole impreſ- 
ſion being uniform, one may indeed preſume 


nothing is wanting till it be made appear: but 


to talk jo of manuſcripts, which are oft but ſmall 
ſcatter*d parts, written at the pleaſure and choice 
of various and particular perſons, is very 


* 


abſurl. 


Mr. Martin himſelf can diſcern this at another 


time: when Dr. Bentley's manuſcripts, were ob- 


dowt know" how many manuſcripts Dr. Bentley ch. 3. 


may have of St. John's epiftle. He ſurmiſes what 
is reaſonable, and I doubt not very true in fact, 
that ſome of thoſe manuſcripts are but of one 
part, and others of other parts: the like I ſay of 
Stepbens's manuſcripts, and therefore I can't but 
pity his raſhneſs and confidence in daring to 


lay, F then there were eleven manuſcript copies piqertat 
of N. Pr fourteen epiſtles, there were ſo. many ch. ix. 


of the canonical epiſtles, for all the one and twenty 
were bound together. This is a very abſolute and 
peremptory aſſertion of what Mr. Martin can- 
not prove to be true, and what the moſt capa- 
ble judges will think to be very falſe, He is 
angry with me for uſing often the e aps 
an abe and the like, (which yet I. That! 
not farbear in reaſoning about diſtant fü 

| | „„ — 
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ſuch ſoftning word here and in many other parts 


of his writings, he need not have been aſhamed 
of his modeſty, for his argument would very 
Well bear, A 

Mr. Martin's other obſervation from the co- 


py mark'd 49; is ſufficiently refuted by what I 


ſhewed from Dr. Mill's particular account of 


that copy in my former anfwer, which 1 ſuppoſe 


is accepted. Theſe are the obſervations by 
which, if we believe himſelf, be has undeniably 
proved that Stephens's manuſcripts of St. John's 


« Epiſtle were not reduced to the number of ſeven. 


But if this be his undeniable proof, we need not 
be much moved with the higheſt commendations 
he oft gives of his own arguments. 

I am next to repreſent the method which is 
uſed on the contrary ſide, in order to ſhew that 
Stephens*'s manuſcripts of St. John's epiſtle were 
no more than ſever ; which Mr. Martin diſlikes. 
Since Stephens hath not given an gecount how. 
much each manuſcript contained of the Ncw 
Teſtament, (of which Dr. Mill complains) ti 
learned have thought this the only way of finding 
it out, viz. by obſerving how far he has made 
uſe of each manuſcript in noting the various 
Readings; for which he had fo many occaſions, 


that tho they did not offer in every chapter, o. 


in ſuch a ſmall epiſtle as the 2d or 3d epiftle 6: 


St. Jobn, (which Mr. Martin remarks) yet in a 


much larger compaſs there could not but 6: 
ſome various readings in them, to be taken no- 
tice of by one that carefully collated the manu- 
ſeripts. If then Stepbens, who had made frequent 


references to the other manuſcripts in the other 


whole epiſtles of St. John, nor throughout all the 


parts of the New Teſtament, has never once 
referred to any but the ſeven, throughout the 


ſeven 


* 
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ſeven Catholic epiſtles, (which indeed generally 
went together) is it not rationally concluded, he 
had no other manuſcripts of hem but theſe ſeven 
before him? How ſtrange were it to ſuppoſe 
there ſhould not be any fort of different reading 
in all that compaſs! ss 


We find one ſingle chapter of St. Peter's ad proleg. 
epiſtle was (according to Dr. Mill's relation of No 1174, 
it) annexed to a manuſcript of the Goſpels, 1175, 
mark' did; and this indeed. is refer'd to by Ste- 170. 


pbens in that chapter. Could there then be other 
manuſcripts of all the ſeven epiſtles, and yet never 
be taken notice of? Mr. Martin has not obſerved 
to us any mark of any other but the /evex manu; 
ſcripts, ' ſave that on 2 Pet. 1. 4. which I have 
been ſpeaking of. Let it be judged then if this 
be not the moſt equal and rational proceſs ; tho 
do not fay it was not . poſſible in Szephens to 
have manuſcripts, and not make uſe of them till 
he came juſt to 1 Jobn g. 7. yet I think no man 
will ever preſume it, if Mr. Martin does not. 
Nay, if I miſtake not, Mr. Martin himſelf 
has owned this way of reaſoning to be juſt ; for 
however he flights it in others when againſt his 
cauſe, yet himſelf has naturally gone into it be- 


fore he was aware, in his Diſſertation. For Chap. g. 


thus he proves ſome of S1epbens's manuſcripts to 
have been not complete ones of the whole New 
Teſtament : The reaſon, ſays. he, why 1 ſay Ste- 
phens had ſome copies thus imperfect, is, that 1 
Ind in the Tome of the goſpels mention made 
of certain manuſcripts that no where occur in the 
erifties, as are the third, the fixth, and eighth ; 
and ſo I find ſome in the epiſtles that are no where 
ſeen in the goſpels. And again, As for the ſecond 
volume, (i. e. the latter part of the New Teſta- 
ment, or the epiſtolary code) I have obſerved ele 
ven manuſcript copies, whereof nine had alſa the:- 

Vor. II. _— " "7 
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= ß volume, but the two. others, viz. is and , 


. muſt have belonged to a defefiive book. Is not this 
the very method which in his Examination he 
=—_ - If becaufe the manuſcripts mentioned in the 
= Goſpels are not mentioned in the epiſtles; we 
may, nay mt conclude, that thoſe manuſcripts 
did not contain the epiftles, (tho ordinarily 
they went together, for he ſays, nine of them 

Y | had both ;) then furely, where the manuſcripts 
mentioned in St. Paul's epiſtles never occur in 
all the ſeven catholic epiſtles, we may conclude 
they belong'd to defefiive books, which had not 
thoſe ſeven epiſtles in them: for it was common 

i to have St. Paul's epiſtles ſeparate from the o- 
thers. So that upon the whole, I think hitherto 

we have much ſtronger proof of Stephens's hay: 

ing but ſeven - manuſcripts. of St. Jabn's epiſtles, 

than Mr. Martin's pretended undeniable proofs 

of his having more. | 

But he inſiſts on further proof from the teſti- 

mony of Beza, who in his firſt note on this 

verſe fays, Eraſmus read it in the manuſcript if 

England; the Complutenfian editors read it alſo; 

and weread it in ſome manuſcripts of our friend 

R. Stephens; ibo theſe do* not agree in all the 

words, Sc. And afterwards, in another note 

upon the words, in heaven, he ſays, iheſe words 

ere wanting in ſeven manuſcripts : whence Mr. 

Martin infers, that Stephens had more than ſe- 

ven manuſcripts of this epiſtle ; ſeven wherem 

thoſe two words were not, and ſome others in which 
the verſe was entire as inſerted in the text; and 

that Beza makes a manifeſt diſtinttion between 

the manuſcripts of the one and of the other, ot 

between the /ome manuſcripts and the /ever. 

| To this I anfwer, that the words of Beza do 
not at all imply that the ſeven manuſcripts * wr 
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ſecond note, were not among the nonnuilis, or | 
the /ome mention'd in the firſt ; for he does not 


ſay, in ſeptem aliis codicibus, in ſeven other ma- 


nuſcripts: and 'tis abſurd to imagine, when he 


ſays in one note, this is wanting in 2; and in 


the next note, this is wanting in three or in four 
manuſcripts ; that therefore all theſe are different 
manuſcripts : how many hundred manuſcripts 
muſt we have at this rate? No, the ſame manu- 
{cripts are again oft produced under ſeveral heads 


and I doubt not but it was ſo here, and that the _ 


ſeven which wanted the words, in heaven, were 
of the /ome which he thought had the ver/e; be- 
cauſe according to Stephens's marks, they would 
appear to have it all but zbz/e words. = 
'Tis evident that Beza could not in his way 
of reckoning, but account theſe ſeven manuſcripts 
to be among thoſe that had the vetſe 1n groſs, 
tho they wanted ztho/e words, (unleſs he Knew 
alſo they wanted more than the words, in hea- 
ven, which Mr. Martin will not yield) becauſe 
he reckons the Compluten/ian and the Britiſb copies 
among them, which yet had not the entire words 


as inſerted in Stephens's text; and he ons that 


they diſagreed in ſeveral particulars : And indeed 


in one there is a difference, judged to be of 
more importance than the omiſſion of the words, 
in heaven, amounts to: fo that here was no 
more reaſon for diſtinguiſhing the /eve manu- 
icripts from thoſe which had the verſe in groſs, 
than for diftinguiſhirg the others which had 
their different readings too, but yet are ſaid by 
him to have the ver/z. Theſe then were intended 
in Beza's nonnullis, or ſome manuſcripts, if he 
ipake rationally and conſiſtently; but if he talked 
confuſedly and obſcurely, (which I muſt own I 
ſuſpect he did) then tis in vain to gueſs at his 
meaning, or to argue from it, OO 


Q_2 | That, 


- 


e 
13 
i > 
1 + 
* 
% „ + - 
E un, 
hel 
28 
2 4 
7 
hy = * 


Fl i ,. 65 in 9 K "F" > 
-p+ 2 Wenge e 4 * * 7 It, e 5 N 1 
- 8 1 . "SY 2 nn 14 2 N * . " 
2 * 5 p i; * , N 
. : N 
.* 


8 8 
os © Y j { 7 * _ hog — 4 * 
N G a . « 4 
L PRE) G 2% . E P L Y p : 92 2 % x 
, { Cy % - * + » <4 2 we 4 . 2 — * * r 4 


That Beza writes confuſedly and obſcurely, as - 
a man uncertain, and that had not fully inquired 
into the manuſcripts, as ought to. be done in fo 
critical and important a caſe, (unleſs he had a 
mind to leave it in the dark) ſeems to me very 
plain; elſe why did he in ſo nice a matter, and 
ſo much conteſted, only ſay in general, this verſe, 
tho wanting in ſuch and ſuch, &c. is yet in ſome 
of Stephens's manuſcripts 2 Why did he not tell 
the world in which manuſcripts it was, at 
leaſt in how many of them; as in the next 
note, and in the. foregoing notes, he | did? 
ſometimes he mentions two, ſometimes three, 
and /even, Sc. Why were we in this extraordi- 
nary ſubject to be put off with a looſe and care- 
leſs indefinite /ome ? I can't but ſuſpect, that hav- 
ing Stepbens's copy before him, where he had ſet 
down ſeven in the margin, Beza could eaſily ſay 
ſeven too in his notes; but in this place where 
there was no ſuch guide, he only ventures tio 
lay *as in ſome, ſince it was in the text of 
Stephens. „„ 
That Beza took little care to make any ſearch 
into the manuſcripts himſelf, I had noted from 
Dr. Mill; ſo that Mr, Martin need not aſk, Where 
did I find this ? And whereas I had ſaid Beza was 
_ furniſhed with Henry Stephens*s (Son of Rovert) 
collection of the various readings of more copies 
(Dr. Mill ſays ten) added to thoſe of his father; 
by which means, I judge, he was eafed of his 
| own laborious ſearch : Mr. Martin breaks out 
Ch. 12. into theſe angry and cenſorious words, 776 
TE wy end. diſagreeable thing to have to do with men, 0 
04 hazard every thing, and fear not what they a). 
But wherein have I been ſo regardleſs of truth 
as this cenſure repreſents me ? Heza, ſays he, 
received not this valuable copy from H. Stephens, 
till after the death of Robert bis father, 455 1 
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Mr. Martin's Examination, &c. 
lived three years after bimſelf had printed the 
New Teftament and Annotations of Beza, publiſhed 


Amo 1550. 


But as I never ſaid Beza received this copy 


from Henry Stephens, ſo I doubt Mr. Martin has 


ſpoken at all hazards, in ſaying poſitively: that 


Beza never received this copy of H. Stephens till 
after the death of Robert his father. I demand 
his evidence for this: for Dr. Mill, who was a 
conſiderate and wary man, tells us, that it was 
Robert Stephens who gave Beza this collection of 
his ſon's, and I chin, I ſhall not hazard any 
thing if 1 ſay, that he gave it in his life-time. 
And till Mr. Martin brings his vouchers for 
what he ſo earneſtly and poſitively aſſerts, I ſhall 
take leave to credit Dr. Mill rather than him; 


and the more, becauſe J find Beza himſelf ſays, 


that he had a copy of various readings (which [ 
take to be the ſame) in Robert Stephens's time, even 
before the edition in 1556. In the preface to 
which, ſpeaking of what helps he had in this 


work, he ſays, Moreover I had a copy from my 


friend Stephens*s library, which had been carefully 
compared with about twenty-five manuſcripts, 
and aligſt all the printed editions: which one 
thing has eaſed me of a great deal of trouble, fince 
I could here ſometimes ſee the conjeffures of in- 
rerpreters confirmed by ſome manuſcripts *®. So 
that inſtead of his ſaying, I fear'd not, it may 
perhaps be thought, that Mr. Martin here cared 
nt what he ſaid. : | 


In ſhort, if Beza's nonnullis, or ſome m nu- 


(ripts, were only the /ame with his ſeven which 


+ > EN wanted 
* Ad hæc omnia acceſſit exemplar ex Stephani noſtri bib: | 


lotheca, cum viginti.quinque plus minus MSS. Codicibus, & 


omnibus pene_unpreflis, diligentiſhme collatum Quz res 


ma, præ cæteris, magnopere me ſubleyavit, quum interdum 


viderem, uz alioqui ſola interpretum conjectura nitebantur, 
Aicujus codici autoritate conſirmata. a | 
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wanted the words, in heaven, then he mentions 
no more than even; and fo it proves not Mr. 
Martin's point, viz. that Stephens had more than 
> ſeven manuſcripts of St. John's epiſtles: but if 
he meant ſome others beſides, tho not excluding 
* the ſeven, then he ſhould have ſaid, that the verſe 
Was in all Stephens's manuſcripts, ſince it was both 
in the ſeven, (as is ſuppoſed by him) and in the 
| Others alſo; unleſs Mr, Martin will fay, as he 
. ſeems to do, that of thoſe others, ſome had, and 
EAT ſome wanted the whole verſe. Of which J ſhall 
make ſome uſe hereafter, in relation to Stephens's 
care and accuracy in placing and correcting his 
marks of reference; upon which alone Mr. Mar. 
tin depends for making good his authority for this 
verſe, from thoſe ſeven manuſcripts ; to the con- 
= © - fideration of which I now paſs, and add, 
= | \ Secondly, That Mr. Martin has not cleat'd 
Es Stephens from a miſtake in his marks, referring 
to the ſeven copies, which alone he had, of St. 
Jobn's epiſtle. 5 e 
Whatever becomes of the reſt of Stephens's 
manuſcripts, yet, if thoſe ſeven, which are no- 
ted in his margin, did want only the words 
ev To da, in heaven, it will follow, I grant, 
that all the reſt of the ver/e was in thoſe very 
copies. But tho Szephens's marks are placed fo 
as to ſignify that only thoſe 7wo words are want- 
ing, yet it will not be granted that this is deciſve 
for the authority of this text, or for proving that 
it was in thoſe manuſcripts, if there be good rea- 
ſon to ſuſpect that one of Stephens's marks was 
placed wrong; and that inſtead of being ſet after 
the words, in heaven, it ſhould have been ft 
after the words, in earth, in the next verſe. 
Many learned men, who could be glad to ſe- 
cure the authority of his tert, have greatly 
doubted, that there is a miſtake in Stephens in this 
EW g 5 1 matter. 
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matter. Near 150 years ago, the Divines of the 
univerſity of Lowvain made an exception 

this article: Mr. Martin can't think but they 
had ſome weighty reaſon for making this ſcruple: 
probably it was becauſe they had never ſeen or 
heard of any ſuch copy which wanted thoſe two 


words, in heaven, and no more; and then it 


would ſeem ſtrange that Stepbens had ſo many of 
them as ſeven : this ſtagger d thoſe divines almoſt 
at the beginning, and the ſtumbling-block re- 
mains unremoved to this day. For, 
That which ſtrengthens the ohjection againſt 
Stephens*s mark, is, that upon inquiry into the 
French king's library, where Stephens had ſome 
of his manuſcripts, there is no ſuch manuſcript 
found there, nor elſewhere that I ever heard of, 


which wanted thoſe words, and no more; and 
this is what I aſk, to have one manuſcript in 


proof of it; and it is not ridiculous, but reaſon- 
able, for Mr. Martin grants the way to deter- 
mine this point of the Obelus, would be by the 
manuſcripts themſelves ; but he ſays, this is im- 


practicable, becauſe, as he pretends, the manu- Eramin. 
ſcripts are no longer in being. But I know notch. xii. 
what warrant he or any have for ſaying ſo, ſave 


that they can find none which anſwers to their ex- 
pectation in this affair. Manuſcripts, I mean an- 


tient ones, have been of greater eſteem and value, 


and ſo more worthy of careful prefervation, from 
Stephens's time than they were before; and as 
they are of no value but to him that preſerves 
them, fo it is not likely very many of them 


ſhould be deſtroy*d, that had. once been taken 


notice of, and highly prized: and ?tis ſtrange if 
not ſo much as. one out of ſeven ſhould" eſcape, to 
tell us there had been ſuch a copy, © 
What way then will Mr. Martin take to aſſure 
us that Stephens has been exact and juſt, and that 
| Q4 1 
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"thoſe ſtrong ſuſpicions are all groundleſs ? Truly 


only this, that Stepbens has not corrected himſelf 
as he ought, and as he thinks he would, if he 
had ſet his marks wrong: he tells us, as he was 
exact and judicious, he ought to have given an 
advertiſement of ſo conſiderable a fault as this, 


by way of emendation, which he has not done; 


and that Beza's annotations were printed by 


| Stephens himſelf ; that it was a nite and curious 


matter, to fee in what manner Beza had ſpoken 
of this paſſage concerning the Trinity in the God- 
head, which had raiſed great conteſts : That all 
this deſcrved that be ſhould ſee what uſe Beza had 
made of his manuſcripts, on a text of this impor- 
tance : And then infers, ho can doubt after this, 
that if Beza had advanced a falſhood in aſſerting 


that he read the verſe in Stephens's manulcripts, 


that learned printer would not have diſcerned it, or 
that he would have printed it ? concluding, that if 
Stephens had not ſuch manuſcripts, in which the 
text was found, he was an impoſtor, an infamous 
fellow, and deſerv'd the utmoſt contempt. 

But what 1s there in all this more than the 


40 bare telling us what Szephens ought to have done? 


And ſo he ought in all the other parts of his 


work; but yet he has not hy his care and faith- 


fulneſs either prevented or corrected all conſi- 
derable faults; and therefore this alone is no ſuf- 


ficient ſatisfaction that there is no fault in the 
matter before us, where we have ſuch grounds to 


ſuſpect it. . | 

5 far from detracting from the praiſe and 
eſteem of R. Stephens as a critic, and a curious 
printer; nor do I think him at fo little a diſtance 
from the character of an infamous fellow, worthy 


F utmoſt contempt, that nothing ſtands between 


him and it, but only the ſlender ſuppoſition of his 


having ſet his marks exactly right bere. = IS 
A . 


— 


times put into the text what he had no ſufficient 


margin notes them to be wanting only in 7wo 


Mr. Martin's Examination, &'c. 249 


Mr. Martin who uſes him thus cruelly, forgetting 
how eaſily men run into little arts of diſguiſe and 
concealment about manuſcripts. 

But ſtill I cannot rely on Stephens's care and 
faithfulneſs, with ſuch a confidence as Mr. Mar- 
tin requires, nor yet clear him from all faults, 
either in other texts, or in this itſelf. How Beza 
and he managed it, I know not, nor what their 
intention was; but I ſee plainly they, with Mr. 
Martin, have left the buſineſs in uncertainty and 
inconſiſtency, as I will ſhew anon. 

That Stephens. made many omiſſions, 1s ſo ap- 
parent, that Dr. Mill found above 700 of them 
in one articie, viz. in comparing the Compluten- 
fun edition, in which he found ſo many different 
readings not taken notice of by him. And ſo Prolgg. Ne 
far was he from unerring exactneſs, that he ſome- 1472. 


authority for. I will give one inſtance, which 
I obſerved without much ſearch, in Rev. 1. 11, 
where the words, I am Alpha and Omega, tne firſt 
and the laſt, are put into Stephens's text, and his 


nanuſcripts « and ie; whereas Beza on the place 
tells us, theſe words are not in the Complutenſian 
edition, nor in any other of Stephens*s manuſcripts *. 
Here then let me aſk Mr. Martin the ſame que- 
ſtions which he aſks in relation to the text of St. 
fobhn, Whence came it there? or -where did pi ., 
Stephens meet with it to give it that place, if it ch. x. 
was in none of his manuſcripts? And why did 
he mark only two copies as wanting the words? 
Why did he not ſay, i was, or in all, as Mr. 
Martin pretends he would, if he /aw ihem not in 
any manuſcripts? And why did he not give an 
advertiſement of this fault, &c ? N 

Fe, | Will 


Neque extant in lut. edit. neque in alio quodam 
vetuſto codice ex I | | | 
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Will Mr. Martin ſay he was an infamous fel. 
low for inſerting theſe words without manꝝſeripts? 
J hope he will not treat him in this cruel manner. 
Now apply but all this to his inſertion of the 


. paſſage of St. Jobn, and his miſplacing the marks, 


and all Mr. Martin's long flouriſhes upon the 
exact neſs and faithfulneſs of that learned printer 
will do him little ſervice. What tho he faid in 


his preface, that he put nothing into the text, 


nullam omnino literam, not à letter, but upon the 
authority of ihe moſt and beſt manuſcripts ? We 
fee twas not fo in fact; and therefore it is but 
empty Sarangue to fun out into an encomium of 
Stephens's care and concern, and his duty in the 
caſe, when we are enquiring what he has, not 


what he ſhould have done. Mr. Martin ſays, 


He bad not the villany to forge 4 text which had 
not been in bis own manuſcripts ; nor do ] ſay any 


thing of his villauy: but he has put in ſome tex: 


which Beza (Mr. Martin's own evidence) ſays 
was not in his own manuſcripts; and why ſhould 
he not be as likely to do it in St. Jobn's Epiſtle, 
where he might be under more fear of offending 
others, and where he had the Complutenſian edi- 
tion to countenance the paſſage, as in St. Johns 
Revelation, where he had not that precedent ? 

It may perhaps be ſaid, that Beza however 
has corrected this fault of Szephens's ; true, he 
did fay what is contrary to Stephens's account, 
but does not take notice of Stepbens's fault in the 
matter. And I conceive alfo that I ſee the like 
in Beza's notes on the paſſage in St. Jobn's Epi- 


ſtle, how that tho he finds not fault with his 


friend Szephens's marks, yet he has ſaid ſomething 
which is inconſiſtent with him, and that ſhews 


there was ſomething wrong in his warts; for he 
only fays this verſe was read in nonnullis, in ſome 


of Stephens's manuſcripts, as well as in the Com- 
Plutenſian; by which it appears, that it was not i 
OI | " 5 
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Mr. Martin's Examination, Ee. 
all of them, (for he would not have concealed 


| that) and ſo Mr. Martin, I think, takes it; for 


he ſays, He cannot determine in how many of them 
the verſe was, only u in ſome of them. And 


in his Examination, &c. he lays, That at leaſt Ch. * 


there were two wherein it was perfect, for the” 
expreſſion in ſome, which Beza us. muſt be under- 
flood of two at leaſt ; ſo that there were at X 
nine in which the verſe WAs found, befides f 
Complurenſian copy 

Now, if Beza ſpake exactly upon his own ac- 
—_ ſearch, as Mr. Martin thinks, and not at 
adventures, this plainly contradicts Szephens, who 
reffteſents the verſe to be in all his manuſcripts, 
but without the words, i begven, in ſeven of 
them; for he does not mark one in the margin 
a8 wanting the whole. And ſo the Louvain Di- 


vines underſtood it, that all S/ephens's copies had 
the verſe T. And if Mr, Martin will have it, 


that he had foutteen manuſcripts, and we ſhould 
ſuppoſe, by his reaſoning from: Beza, that nine 
had the verſe, then I aſk, What had Stephens 
done with the reſt ? Where is there any mark or 
note ſhewing us thoſe other ſome, which wanted 
the whole verſe? Ought not that to have been 


marked, if he dealt ſo carefully and honeſtly in a 


matter ſo curious and important, and that bad 
raiſed great conteſts? But where is this advertiſed, 
or corrected by him? And yet Beza tacitly, per- 
haps unawares, diſcovers it; and in his notes 
on the 8th verſe, ſeems not to judge the autho- 
rity certain and undeniable for our 7th verſe, by 
obſerving that the words, on earth, tho not in all 
copies, ſhould yet be kept, ni, fays he, expun- 


gatur proxime antecedens verſus. But I think if 


all the manuſcripts confirmed fo ſtrongly that 
verſe, he need not have made ſuch an exception, 
viz, unleſs the preceding verſe be put out. 


3 Inter omnes Stephani ne unus ft qui diſſideat. 
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It * 2 then that Stephens has not done 
right to the manuſcripts, in not marking what 
wanted the verſe; and Beza, if he ſaw it, and had 
a mind to be open in ſuch an important point, 
could have ſet the matter in a clear light by men- 
tioning what, or how many manuſcripts had it, 
and not have left us in the dark ſtill, by an un- 
certain nonnullis, or ſome of them. | 

If Mr. Martin to avoid the argument ſhall re- 
treat, and ſay, that all Stepbens's manuſcripts had 
the verſe in groſs, he muſt remember, that it is 
what Bea would not pretend to ſay; and what 
alſo carries in it very abſurd ſuppoſitions, viz. 
1. That he ſhould have thirteen or fourteen many- 


| {cripts all agreeing in having the verſe. Cajetan 
ſpeaks of but ſome ; Eraſmus could find none; 


ophilus none, and F. Simon none: But Ste- 
Phens could find none other, it ſeems ! What not 
one that wanted it? What ſtrange luck had he? 
How different from all other inquirers after the 
antient manuſcripts? 2. And what is further 
ſtrange, is, that all theſe are loſt: What, four- 
teen, or eleven, or nine manuſcripts, be it which 
it will, all in a cluſter, and not one to be found 
ſince ! Did Stepbens, think we, burn them when 
he had done? or had no body any value for ſuch 
a manuſcript to ſpare and to preſerve it, as they 


did ſo many others? How much more eaſy is it to 


think Szephens might make a filent flip, and drop 
his ſemicircle too ſhort, than to admit ſo many 


abſurdities all at once“? 


And as for his edition with Beza? s annota- 


tions, it was s done n the n was weary, 
1 and 
But notwithſtanding all 'Mrr. Martin s fine ſuppoſitions 


and confident affertions, they a pear plainly to be falſe in 
fact, from an actual ſearch made into Stephens's manuſcripts 


by F. ie Long; an account whereof he ſent to Mr. Martix. 


See F. le * s Letter in the he poſtſcript to this O_o 


| 2 * 3 8 
Mr. Martin's Examination, &c. 
and the printer in haſte; and ſince; in his adver- 
tiſement at the end, he beſpeaks favour and par- 


don of his omiſſions or neglects upon that ac- 


count, I think we ought to accept, his excuſe, 
Hec tante feſtinationi condona. 


Nor is it unworthy of our a nee; chat | 


Beza's annotations. were printed by Stephens at 
Geneva, at a time and place flaming with bitter 
zeal and prejudice againſt all Antitrinitarians, 
where Servetus had been cruelly burnt at the 
Stake but three years before, at the inſtigation 
of Calvin; and Beza was fo full of it, that in 
theſe very annotations, he could not forbear juſti- 
fying the fact; having mentioned Servelug's 
W in his opinions even to death, on 2 Pet. 

he adds an ironical ſcoff, not much leſs 


_ than his death itſelf *, yer, good man, ſome | 


think he had great wrong done him. Is it any 
oreat wonder then if they durſt not, or would 
not caſt out ſuch a text, that was thought a prin- 
cipal ſupport of the orthodox faith, and had been 
in their Latin Bibles, and in ſome impreſſions 
of.the Greek ? No doubt it was more fafe to 
lay little, and to let it paſs with a ſilent omiſſion ; 
and perhaps we may ſay (as Mr. Martin ſays of 
him, in relation to his inſerting the words 
£ 765 v, in heaven, tho againſt the authority 
of all, at leaſt of moſt of his manuſcripts). di/- 
eerning that this could be no other than an om! Non, 
he gave them a place in his text. 


Upon the whole of this ſubject of the manu- 


{cripts, I cannot but make this reflexion. What 


a ſtrange ſlippery. text do ſome make this to be? 


who ſuppoſe that at firſt it was left out generally 
in the moſt ue . of St. Jobn's 2 
. +408 hich 


* Sant tamen qui magnam bono viro | injuriam potant 
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(which they can't well deny from its being wall. 


ing in the antient verfons, and from the ſilence 
of the primitive writers ;) that afterwards if was 


Chap. 3. 


found in Africa, or ſomewhete elſe; and was 
brought back again into the copies as à choice 
treaſure; but now when we come to look for it, 
it is gone again, and none knows how long: 
ſo that both at int and at /aft *tis wanting, as 
if no care nor caution were ſufficient to hold it 
fiſt n te 6 fe 5 og 
When Mr. Martin can give us the like in- 
ſtance of any other verſe in the New Teſtament 
thus managed, we ſhall be leſs aſhamed to give 
credit to this % JoGt 117 ol 
As for the reſt of the Greek manuſcripts; which 
others, beſides Stephens, are preſumed to have 
ſeen, I ſee nothing more that need be ſaid of 
them, but refer my reader to what I have offered 
in my former anſwer. _ 
F. Amelot*'s evidence, that he found it in the 
moſt antient manuſcripts in the Vatican library; 


has been fully overthrown in my Anſtver, p. 202. 


The Complutenſian editors had no manuſcript fot 
the text where it was preſumed: Eraſmus put 
it into his 3d edition againſt his judgment, fot 
fear of reproach : Cajetan ſays only, *tis found 


but in ſome; (juſt as F. Simon once ſaid, when 


he knew of none:) And who at that time could 
have preſum'd leſs? Laur. Valla is ſilent, and 
ſays nothing; which filence Mr. Martin takes 
for good authority, that it was in all his /even 
manuſcripts z and yet he has not proved he had 
ſo many as three, of St. Jobn's epiſtle: For he 
only ſhews he had ſeven of the Goſpels; which 


might be; and yet not one of them of that epi- 


ſtle. Nor is it any wonder that Ya/la ſhould 
hold his peace, if he found this verſe wanting 
in the Greek ; when Mr. Martin tells us, PA 

| PII "I 
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evidence of one a#tient Greek manuſcript yet 


into the primitive manuſcripts, muſt needs be 
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he Günſt nat ginn bia book: the the ütie f e 


Latin ver/fion compared with the Greek, ſinet it“ x. 
would have ftartled bis readers, and might have | 
brought him into trouble, by reaſon of | the extreme 
affetdion, which was ſhewn towards the Latin ver- 
fon 3 and that ſome made him guilty of a kind of 
facrilege, for having attempted to alter the Latin 
verſion. What then had become of Valla, if 
he had thrown: out this text? And yet his ſi- 
lence muſt be a conyincing proof that he found 
it! Truly Mr. Mariin has quite ſpoiled his e- 
vidence by talking too much about him. = 

So that I think I might juſtly ſay, there is no 


known to the world, which warrants this text; 

which yet is very different from ſaying abſolutely, 

that there is no; ſo much as one which. has it, which 

Mr. Martin unjuſtly affirms of me, and adds, 

that I repeat it an hundred times. I may urge Examin. 
him · indeed with the omiſſion of it. in all, as ch. x. 4 
what I think prohable, but I did not aſſert thar*** 9429+ , 
'tis not in any manuſcript in the world. at 


_ 
V St. Jerom's Preface and Bible. 


raſmuch as St. Ferom reformed the Latin 
verſion by the beſt Greek manuſcripts in his 
time, 'tis reafonable to conclude that bis New 
Teſtament ſhould be very agreeable to the origi- 
nal Greet. His teſtimony therefore, who ſearch'd 


of greateſt weight to determine the genuineneſs 

of this paſſage of St. Fobn. But how ſhall we 

know what St. Jerom thought of this matter? | 
Ic muſt be either from his writings, by ſhewing = 
that he quoted this text; or from the moſt an- : 
9 a , # elent By. 


Ms, 


256 hf Ret s7 
+ tient copies of his Bible itſelf: but 8 oſ theſe 
give any "countenance to the tekt. 
There is no pretence for it from any of Ferom's 
undoubted writings, where he had | very great oc- 
caſion for ſuch a text: All that is pretended is 
from an uncertain preface to the ſeven epiſtles, 
which has been in ſome Latin Bibles and not 
in others; and in the former, ſometimes it was 
attributed to Jerom, and ſometimes without any 
author named. The learned in our age, are 
pretty generally agreed that this was not Feron/ „ 
even as many other prefaces have been attri- 
Crit. Hig, buted to him in the manuſcripts, which apparently 
of Verſ. belong not to him, as F. Simon has obſerved. 
cb. il. Du Pin, Martianus, Dr. Mill, Sc. have given it 
up. But Mr. Martin, who being ſecure in nothing 
lays hold of every thing, maintains it to be ge- 
nuine; and has the vanity to ſay, he has proved 
Eraminat. = fat, and maintained it againſt the ſtrong- 
ch. i. objections that were ever made to it. And 
yer I think he has not ſaid one word in proof of 
D it, but that it has bore St. Jerom's name, and 
aſſed under that title a long time; when yet 
himſelf can tell us, when is in favour of his 
Dillertat. own cauſe, that a thouſand examples may be given 
_ of titles prefix*d to the works of the antients after- 
wards by others, who finding 4 zreatiſe without 
a title, judg*d it convenient to make one; fo i It 
might be here. 
Nor has Mr. Martin maintained it again 
all objections; he has ſaid ſomething indeed to 
ſhew that poſſibly it might be St. Ferom's not- 
withſtanding ſome of the objections; viz. not- 
withſtanding it be not in his own catalogue of 
prefaces ; notwithſtanding it be often without 
| his name; notwithſtanding the uſe of the word 
_ canonical epiſtles, inſtead of catholic ; and not- 


— Bede took no notice of this pre- 
| Face, 
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Mr. Martin's Examination, c. 
face, nor yet of the ext which it ſpeaks of, 
tho he commented on St. John's epiſtles. But 
what does all this amount to? It does not ſhew 
itto be ſo much as probable and likely ; only 
that *tis poſſible, while *tis on many accounts 
very improbable, and more than poſſible to be 
falſe. F214 | = 

But he has not anſwered the arguments I in- 
ſiſted on, which only are what I need defend; 
and yet he is ſo trifling and vain as to ſay, that 
if I defend not the arguments on my fide of the que- 
ftion, 1 fairly own myſelf defeated, Mr. Martin 
may be one of thoſe writers, if he will, who 
are ſure to defend every thing ſaid by any one 
on his ſide of the queſtion ; but I beg leave to 
defend what I myſelf judge to be valid and con- 
vincing. I had ſaid, that St. Zerom, in this 
preface, appears to inſinuate that all the Greek 
copies had this text, which from the total ſilence 
of the Greek Fathers as to this. text, muſt be 
falſe : Mr, Martin denies any ſuch infinuation 
to be in the complaint of unfaithful tranſlators 
who bad departed from the truth. But why then 
ſhould he complain only of the 1ranfiators, as 
the cauſe of all this miſchief ? If there were the 
ſame corruption in the Greek copies, then the 
tranſlators might have been very faithful til], 
and not the authors of this corruption, as he 
makes them to be; and thereby he clearly in- 
ſinuates, that he knew not of any Greez copies, 
* what had thoſe words, omitted by the tranſ- 
ators. 

I had alſo argued, that if St. Jerom had not 
only look'd on this text as a principal ſupport of 
the Chriſtian faith, by which the one ſubſtance of 
Father, Son, and Holy Spirit, is confirmed, but 
alſo on himſelf as the reſtorer and preſerver of 
it, when it had been loſt among the Latin 
. R verſions; 


verſions; it were a moſt ſtrange thing that he 
ſhould never mention this text in all his genuine 


becauſe left out in the Latin tranſlations. Surely 
he would ſoon have loudly alarm'd the world 


tural to quote it, and which ſince has been quoted 


caſions for this text does but ſometimes men- 


were a ſtrong preſumption, but from his ſenſe 


ing loſt, and had been left out of the Latin 


againſt the Arians, yet frequently he falls upon 


ſtery ſo often in EzekiePs prophecy, would a 


g 2 
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writings, which he had ſo many occaſions for, 
and which wanted to be inculcated and revived, 


with this danger, or this treachery, which he 
had eſpied: But not one word is there of ſuch 
a text in all his voluminous works. 

In anſwer to this Mr. Martin ſays, It dv 
not foilow that, becauſe an antient writer has mt 
quoted this text in a diſcourſe wherein it was na. 


by others, the writer did not look upon it as real 
St. John's, and gives an inſtance in Vigilius to 
this purpoſe, who among his many proper o- 


tion it. But he ſhould have read with more 
attention, and then he had found that I argue 
not barely from St. Jerom's ſilence, tho that 


of the importance of this text, and his being 
the reftorer of it, when it was in danger of be 


verſions by unfaithful tranſlators, as the prefact 
pretends : Would ſuch a man as St. Ferom have 
always forgotten to produce and to revive thi 
text? This was a peculiar caſe, to which n0 
other inſtance comes up. 5 

And tho Jerom have no particular treatiſ 


1 pe PY _ 


— 


them in his epiſtles and commentaries: Methinks 
he that ſo oft produces the words, J and itt 
Father are one; and, Baptize all nations in il 
name of the Father, Son, and Holy Spirit, (0 
prove the Trinity; and who could find that m). 


Pr — ” — — 2 ay . 


well have produced this text for it, if he had 


as much known of it as of the others; fince it 


he 

ne W muſt needs have been more upon his thoughts 
or, Ml than others, if he had accounted it the chief ſup- 
port of that doctrine, and had been ſo offended 
ly WI with others for omitting it. I think this is very 
fair reaſoning, and ſhews that the preface is no 
he ways agreeable to St. Jerom, eſpecially when there 
ch no proof offer'd that it was his, but only that 


it has been thought ſo; and I am willing others 
ſhould judge which of theſe is the ſtrongeſt and 
moſt rational preſumption. t 

I have yet more to add to confirm the argu- 
ment from St. Ferom's ſilence; and that is, that 
St. Auſtin had not this text; which will go far to 
prove that it was not in St. Zerom*s Bible, or 
verſion of the New Teſtament; and then 'tis cer- 
tain the preface could not be St. Zerom's. . 

St. Auguſtin has given us a great part of the 
Scripture in his numerous writings; he has writ- 
ten a great deal expreſly of the Trinity, and a- 
gainſt the Arians; and had the (greateſt occaſion 
of any man for this text, in order to prove the 
unity of the three perſons, as I have ſhewn in 
my Aufwer to Mr. Martin. He ſays his adver- 
ſary could not find an inſtance in the Scriptures, 
where it was ever ſaid of different ſubſtances, 
They are one, Himſelf ſhews *tis ſaid ſo of ſuch 
as were of one ſubſtance, as John 10. 30. and of 
Paul and: Apollos, 1 Cor. 3. 8. Now how appo- 
ite had our text been for this illuſtration, had he 
known of it? Nay more, ſuppoſing it might be 
argued from the next verſe, that h Water, 
Blood, and Spirit, are ſaid to be one, which are 
different ſubſtances, he flees to the common my- 
ſtical ſenſe of theſe words, as ſignifying Father, 
don, and Spirit, which he thought made for 
him, as being of one ſubſtance ; Of whom, ſays 
be, it might moſt truly be ſaid, There are three - 
. R 2 that 
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that bear witnefs, and theſe three are one; by the 
Spirit meaning the Father; by the Blood, the Son; 
by the Water, the Holy Spirit T. To what pur- 
poſe ſhould he make uſe of this forced uncertain 
interpretation of the words, (which he a little after 
allows to: be expounded by others, if they think 
fit, after anotber manner) if he had the expreſ 
words of our text before him? Why does he ſay, 
potuit dici, Ii might be ſaid of the Father, Son, 
and Spirit, theſe three are one, if actually it had 
been ſaid ſo directly in this very place? Would 
any man in his ſenſes argue thus? *Tis-clear as 
the day, he knew not this text which does ſay it, 
when he only brings the next verſe which might 
REC: ibis; ;- 30H Ml | 
Canon of * this is ſo very clear, that Mr. Du Pin 
N. T. 5. ſays peremptorily, St. Auguſtin knew nothing of 
78. this paſſage, elſe he bad not failed to quote it. Beza 
himſelf grants, in his notes on the verſe, that 
Auſtin did not read it in the text. None, I be- 
lieve, but Mr. Martin will pretend the contrary; 
and he himſelf faints under the difficulty of it, 
Differtat, by ſaying, For my part, I maintain this paſſage 
h. vi. ether was in St. Auguſtin's Bible, or in caſe it 
was wanting, his Bible was defective. Tis very 
true! His Bible then had this defect; which is 
' what at preſent I aim at. IX 
From hence I infer, that St. Ferom's Bible had 
the ſame defect allo as to this verſe ; becauſe they 
7wo had ſuch free intercourſe by letters in relation 
to the Bible, and St. Auguſtin knew ſo well what 
was in St, Jerom's verſion, that tis juſt to ſuppoſe, 
if there had been a difference in ſo important an 
article, as this text being in one Bible and want- 
ing in the other, we ſhould have heard of it from 
them, 
＋ Z. 3. cont. Maxim, De quibus veriflime dici potuit, 


ma ſunt teſtes, & tres unum ſunt. di quo alio modo, 
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them, among many other matters of that kind, 
of ſmaller moment. FJerom had many oppoſers, 
who cenſured his performance, and accuſed him 
of altering the Scriptures againſt the authority of 
the antients; and St. Auftin himſelf for ſome 
time found fault with his Ola Teftament ; but yet 
in bis Epiſtle to him, he highly commended his 
verſion of the New Teſtament in theſe words. 

. We heartily thank God for your tranſlation of the 
Coſpel, becauſe there is nothing in it which offends 
us when we compare it with the * Greek. It ſeems 

then that St. Auguſtin compared it with the . 
Greek, and found it to agree: but neither from 
the Greek manuſcripts, nor from St. Ferom's 
emendation of the New Teſtament, (as St. Ferom in 
the next Epiſtle, in anſwer to him, calls thar 
which Auguſtin named the tranſlation of the Goſpel) 
did he learn this text in St. John; nor does he 
object any thing from the Italic verſion about it; 
tho, I ſuppoſe, he had as good a right to have 
the common Bible, which Mr. Martin talks of, as 
others after him. e 
I may carry this matter yet further. It ap- 
pears that St. Auguſtin was well acquainted 
with St. Cyprian's works, who had been eminent 
in a neighbouring See, and whoſe writings he 
oft. refers to; and tho he had very probably 
read, at leaſt heard of his teſtimony from St. 
John concerning the Trinity, yet had he not 
gathered from thence, that there were any ſuch 
words in St. John as theſe, There are three that 
bear witneſs, the Father, Son and Holy Spirit, any 
otherwiſe than as it might be ſaid ſo, by a myſti- 
cal interpretation of the other three witneſſes - 
in the 8th ver/e, which, Facundus expreſly tells 
ES R 3 3 N Us, 
Aug. Hieronymo epiſt. x. ed Bafil. MDLVT. Quia pene 
in omnibus nulla offenſio eſt, cum Scripturam Græcam con- 
tulerimus, ® | | 
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us, was alſo St. Cyprian's meaning in that famous 
teſtimony. ho eee 
Which, by the way, may ſatisfy us, that if the 
African Biſhops had this text in their Bibles after 
St. Auguſtin's time, yet it was not in the Halle 
verſion uſed by him, who was more eminent and 
inquiſitive than any of hem; which may check 
- Examinat. Mr. Martin's confident concluſion with regard to 
cb. vii. tbe Italic verſion, That all the monuments of this 
antient tranſlation, we have extant in the writings if 
Is the Fathers, agree in giving us this paſſage. For 
| we ſee St. Auſtin did not agree in it; nor conſe- 
quently did St. Jerom's Bible, if that and St. 
Auguſtin's were ſo much alike. And then I hope 
the preface pretended for ſuch could not be dt. 
Ferom*s; nor any proof that this verſe was in bis 
Bible. N 8 
There is but one thing more I need ſay upon 
this head, and that is concerning the very learned 
Dr. Bentley's manuſcripts, of a thouſand years old 
or upwards, which is higher than the Bible of 
Charles the Great; theſe I have intimated are 
like to ſhew that St. Ferom's Bible had not 21s text. 
Mr. Martin ſuſpects they are not ſo antient this 
indeed muſt reſt. at preſent, on the judgment of 
that excellent Critic, as Mr. Martin does, and all 
muſt allow him to be. Next he ſays, the Book is 
| yet to be written : but I hope the manuſcripts are 
not. Then he obſerves that the Doctor takes no 
notice, whether every one of theſe manuſcripts be 
of the whole New Teſtament, or only of parts of 
it. I know not well how this matter lies; but 
T ſuppoſe the latter with Mr. Martin, and under- 
ſtand it ſo, that ſome have one part, and ſome 
another, one can't expect it otherwiſe ; but if all, 
that contain St. John's Epiſtle, want this verſe, 
tis all we need, 
But 
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But when he concludes ſo daringly againſt me, Examinat. 
] am well aſſured the Doctor and the Manuſcripts K car; 


will give him up Io his bad cauſe ;, and that nine, 
which is the cauſe of truth, has nothing to fear 
from that quarter: I know not what to ſay, but 
that Mr. Martin is a man of great aſſurance ; for 
whatever the Doctor may do, I am not afraid of 
the manuſcripts; and 1 wonder how Mr. Martin 
pretends to come at this aſſurance, when any 
other man will ſce no encouragement to it from 
the Letter I mentioned; and I have reaſon to 
think, if the Doctor publiſh them in bis time, 
Mr. Martin may fall from the height of his vain 
aflurance into a ſhameſul diſappointment, and 
yet the cauſe of truth receive no hurt. Nor 
ſhall I be aſhamed to Heller myſelf, which Mr. 
Martin upbraids me with, under theſe manu- 
ſcripts; Pm ſure not ſo much, as if I had ſhel- 
tered myſelf under the Berlin manuſcript. But I 
can forgive his contempt of manuſcripts, when 1 


| conſider that he has none to take ſhelter under; 


and, as confident as, he 1s, ſhall only tell him, 
that this great Critic, who has theſe manuſcripts, 
in a late public Lecture at the univerſity of Cam- 
bridge upon this text has been very far from de- 
fending it. | nd 

And the learned Dr. Waterland, Maſter of Mag- 
dalen College in that Univerſity, has not thought 
this text once worthy to be mention'd by him, in 
his late very large Vindication of Cbriſti's Di- 
vinity T: which none will think to be from for- 
getfulneſs; tho Mr. Martin, with as little rea- 
lon, ſuppoſes it of the primitive writers. 


SAF. 


+ Mr. Vbiſton in his memoirs of the life of Dr. S. Clarke, 
p.101, ſays, This treatiſe [our Author's Inquiry into the au- 
thority of 1 John v. 7.] “as I have been inform'd, was allad- 
ed to by Dr Bentley in his own famous Lecture at Cambridge, 


r 
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CHAP. IV. 
| Of the two antient Greek writers that art 
pretended to quote this text, and of the 


Latin writers. 


Have urged againſt this text, that not one 

genuine Greek writer is found to have eited 

it on any occaſion, for many hundred, I believe 

not for a thouſand years; and yet who ſo likely 

to know the Greek copies, as the Greeks them- 

| ſelves ? | | = 
Examinat. Mr. Martin ſays, that if it be ſo, the text will 
ch. xv, loſe but one proof, which may be diſpenſed with, 
Bur yet he will not let it go without a ſtruggle 

for it: and therefore produces the 7wo paſſages 

from uncertain authors among Atbanaſiuss 

works; the firſt from the Synogſis Scripture, 

which, he ſays, F. Montfaucon allows at leaſt to 

be eight hundred years old. Mr. Martin thinks it 

to be Athana/ius's own. However, tis no matter 

which, becauſe 'tis little to the purpoſe what he 

| | 8 "= 


« when he ſtocd candidate for the chair of Regius Profeſſor, 
* wherein he intirely gave up that text, and publicly proved 
e it to be ſpurious ; I have been alſo informed, that when Dr. 
Materland was aſk'd, Whether Dr. Bentley*s arguments did 
not convince bim; he replied, No, for he <vas convinced 
* before: Nor does the Doctor, I think, ever quote that 
text as genuine in any of his writings,” which in ſo zealous 
and warm a Trinitarian deſerves to be taken great notice 
« of, as à ſingular inſtance of honeſty and impartiality.” 
But whether Dr. Waterland was diſpleaſed with this commen- 
dation, or whether it proceeded from ſome other motive, he 
has ſufficiently clear'd himſelf from all ſuſpicion of impartiality 
in this reſpect, and has quoted it in capital characters in his 
Importance of the doctrine of the Trinity, p. 269. without in- 
: forming the world of the reaſon why he forbore to mention it 
before, or what new light he had difcover'd which induced 
him to urge it now. See Chriftian Liberty aſſerted in anſwer 
to Dr. Waterland's Importance, &c. p. 67. 


Mr. Martin's Examination, Sc. 
has ſaid, viz. That St. John in his firſt Epiſtle, 


ſhews the unity of the Son with the Father ; which 


J have faid might well be a reference to ch. 2. 
v. 23. Mr. Martin ſays, this verſe does not ſbetv 

that unity; and alſo that this writer had done 
with the ſecond, third, and fourth chapters, and 
that 'tbeſe word; were ſpoken upon the Mb, and 


on this cries out, there's no going back. 


As to myſelf, I am not about going back, but 
can prove my point; but if he means that the 
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author muſt not go back from the fifth chapter 


to the ſecond, he has ſpoken too late; for he has 
done it long ago. For, as he did not keep any 


ſtrict order, but wrote as things occurr'd to his 
memory, after ſomething ſaid on the third ch. 


v. 8. he goes back to the ſecond, and after men- 
tioning the /in unto death, and not to death, in the 
fifth, returns to the fourth, about rying the 
Spirits, whether they be from God; ſo having 


. mention*d theſe words, of the Unity. of the Son 


and Father, he immediately connects with them 
the expreſs words of ch. 2. 23. And that he who 
denies the Son hath not the Father ; by which we 


may ſee what his eye was upon: and indeed was 


it Athanaſius, and had he referred to our text; 
who can doubt but he would have ſaid, St. Jobn 


ſmeus the Trinity, or the Unity of the Father, 


Son, and Spirit; and that he would have men- 


tion'd this text twenty times over in his other 


writings? So that this 1s but a very Pw 
evidence. | 

His other author is that of a dialogue between 
Aibanaſi aus and Arius; none knows who he was, 
and *tis diſputed whether a Greek or a Latin. Dr. 
Cave ſays, it was ſome raving Mon: Mr. Martin 
aſſerts at all adventures, that he was an honeſt or- 
thodox Chriſtian. Near the end of his work he 


| drops a W * Add 10 this, St. John ſays 
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the three are one; which looks like a ſmall poſt- 
ſcript added. The words di Tpeic rd i eos, have 
one little particle, one ſyllable 4% much for the 
ſeventh verſe of St Fobn; and one too little for 
the eighth: ſo that it determines nothing. Mr, 
Martin takes no notice of this, and 1s not juſt 
in ſaying, that without the word eis, the ſeventh 
verſe (any more than the eighth) is hinted at. 
So that we have not one ſingle teſtimony | to de- 
pend on from any or all the Greet writers, Who 
yet were poſſeſſed of the Greek Teſtaments. 
I ſhall not therefore be very anxious abour the 
Latin African writers in the fifth century or after- 
wards; tho this indeed is Mr. Martin's only 
plauſible plea for the authority of the text. As 
to St. Cyprian, nothing is ſaid .to invalidate the 
account of Facundus, which is confirmed alſo by 
Fulgentius, (as I conceive from the word conj- 
zetur ) and which clears that matter. But as for 
all the others after him, in the fifth age, above 
a hundred years after Arius and Athanaſiuss 
time; and to whoſe allegations we have no 
anſwers of the Arians handed down to us, all 
being ſuppreſſed or loſt; for there is no doubt 
but they had ſomething to ſay, or they yielded 
the victory to their adverſaries, who would not 
have been wholly ſilent of ſuch a triumph, 
obtained by means of a text which their fore- 
fathers, in the heat of that long controverſy, 
had never once thought of: I ſay, as for theſe, 
ſuppoſing their teſtimonies to be taken from the 
ſeventh verſe, and that they had the eighth be- 
ſides, which does not appear; and ſuppoſing their 
writings had not been, altered by the reviſers 
or publiſhers who cauſed them to be printed; 
who ſo often have adapted their Scripture cita- 
tions to the vulgar verſſon, (which F. Simon 
lays we muſt keep in mind, in n reading the Latin 
Fathers 
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Fathers who lived before St. Ferom?*s verſion 
| was received; ) of which I took notice formerly 
in ſpeaking of Eucberius's teſtimony ; yet there 
is one thing to be conſidered of great weight, 
which is more than ſuppoſed, and is fully pro- 
ved, viz, That in their time, and before it, 
there was a great deal of confuſion and va- 
riety in the Latin copies of the New Teſta- 
ment, and many illuſtrations added, even in 
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Cyprian's + time: and this was the occaſion of + F. Si- 
St. Ferom's correcting the New Teſtament ; #29*'s 


as Mr. Martin cannot deny. St. Jerom com- 
plains of theſe matters, in his Preface to the 
— © 8 
In anſwer to ſome who found fault with his 
deſign, I, he replied, hey ſay that the Latin copies 
are to be credited, let them tell me which ;, for 
there are almoſt as many different copies as there are 
books ;, why ſhould we not have recourſe to the Greek 
original, to corrett the faults which proceeded either 
from bad tranſlation, or unjuſt correfions, or from 
additions and alterations by careleſs copiers * And 
St. Auguſtin had ſuch an opinion of theſe cor- 
ruptions of the Latin Bibles of the New Teſta- 
ment, that, with reſpect to their difference from 
the Greek originalsand St. Ferom's new verſion, he 
calls them the old Falfties, in his afore- mentioned 
epiſtle : F any one, thro* contention, fhall plead 
for the old falſity, he is eafily convinced or con- 
futed by producing and comparing the (Greek) 
copies. By this we may diſcern how the Latin 
Bibles differed, and that it was very poſlible, 
nay eaſy for St. Auguſtin's to want, what ſome 
ether African's Bible might have, at leaſt after 
his time: and *tis abſurd to talk of one com- 
| = mon 
* Unde fi quiſpiam weteri falſitati contentioſius faverit, 
8 collatiſque codicibus vel docetur facillimè, vel re- 


Crit. Hiſt, | 
of Verl. of 


ch. 6. 
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mon Bible of all the Latin Churches, out of which 


their citations were taken; when ' tis from theſe 


See Bin g- 
ham' 5 


Antiq. 
Fol. 6. 


P. 443. 


citations that the diff. :rence of their Books 
appear. 


And therefore ſince St Ferom's buſineſs was 


to correct how interpolations, omiſſions, and al. 


terations, it 
this verſe in his Bible, he, if he found it at all, 


ollows that if he did not retain 


eſteemed it as a ſpurious addition. Indeed. it was 
likely enough ſuch a fine myſtical ſenſe of the 
Waier, Blood, and Spirit, being fo common a- 
mong them, ſome or other would add it (as 
they oft did other words) by way of 1lluſtra- 
tion, to the text itſelf ; and ſo it would re- 
main: for tho St. Ferom reformed the Latin ver- 
ſion, yet it was not received preſently, but made 
its way by degrees in ſome ages before the other 


verſion was laid aſide: and many reformed, 


and corrected the other by St. Jerom's, in the 
places which they thought to be corrupted, 


ſome in one place, ſome in another; which 


cauſed great confulion in the Latin Manuſcripts; 
and, I may add, gave great trouble to the Re- 


-viſers who came after : but withal it gave them 


an handle to omit, or keep in ſome paſſages, 
as might be moſt agreeable to the ſentiments of 


the time they lived in. 


And therefore if St. Ferom had not this Text, 


1t 1s of .no great weight, that ſome copies, ſup- 


. poſed to be taken from that of Charles the 


Great, have it. Indeed Mr. Martin ſuppoſes ſuch 


abundance of good and great things concern- 


ing thoſe Reviſers under that prince, that they 


were ſo judicious, ſo exact, ſo careful, ſo im- 
partiz|, and conſulted ſo many, and the beſt Latin 


Manaſcripts, and Greek ones too, and that they 


kept in this verſe alſo; that he would leave 


us no room for any _— but all was right: 
but 


Mr. Martin's Examination, &c. 

but the world has been ſo oft deceiv'd with ſuch 
pretenſes, that they will not now paſs, hen con- 
tradicted by rational arguments, and by ſtrong 
evidence on the other ſide, from all the Greek 
manuſcripts, which are older, as ſome of themare, 
than thoſe times, and from all the Greek Fathers, 
and even from St. Zerom himſelf, as I hope is made 
to appear. For tho Mr. Martin, with all his pre- 
tenſes to logic, is unreaſonable in expecting poſi- 
tive proofs of a negative point; yet I have juſt rea- 
ſon to require a poſiuve proof of the affirmative, 
(not mere preſumptions) viz. That this text is, or 


ever was, in any antient Greek manuſcripts, or. even 


in St. Zerom*s own verſion corrected by them. 
And therefore, when Mr. Martin can inform 
us truly, that one of his many ſuppoſed, miſſaid, 
or loſt Greek manuſcripts, is found again, the 
world will be ready to hear of it; but when a 
controverſy comes to conſiſt on)y of tedious re- 


petitions, and perſonal reflexions, *tis a ſign it 


eicher is near to an end, or ought to be ſo. 


C HAP. v. 


* the Dublin Manuſcript, call d Codex 


Montfortius. : 


known, being mention'd in the Englifþ 
Polyglot publiſh*d by Walton, and in Dr. Mills 
Prolegomena and Notes ; in both which works the 
various readings of it are inſerted, as far as to the 
firſt chapter of the epiſtle to the Romans: but 
whether it reach'd any farther, was not known, 
nor where it was depoſited, till the learned Fa- 
ther le Long inform'd the world of it in his letter 
to Mr. Martin, printed in the Journal des Sca- 
vans of Fune 1720. who having ſeen Mr. Mar- 


lin's 's Dilſeriation on 1 1 John 5. 7. wrote to him, 
| | among 


HE. Codex Montfortius was formerly well 


” 
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among other things, that it was certain that Ro⸗ 
bert Stephens had but ſeven Greek manuſcripts 
which contain'd the canonical epiſtles, and that 
this verſe in queſtion was not found in any of 
them; he having examin'd this matter ſtrictly, at 
the deſire of Dr. Roger Dean of Burges, who had 
lately wrote in defence of this text. In ſhort, he 
adds, that he knew but of two Greek manuſcripts 
where it was to be found, to wit, the Codex Bri- 
tannicus cited by Eraſmus, and the Codex Mont- 
fortius made uſe of in Walton*s Polyglot, which 
laſt, ſays. he, is preſerved in tbe library of the 


_ Univer/ity of Dublin. 


After this Mr. Martin receiv*d from Mr. Yard, 
Dean of Aconry, who was then at Dublin, an ex- 
tract of this paſſage, which was compar'd with the 
original by him and the library-keeper. This 
original mark*d G 97, was among the manu- 
ſcripts of the great Archbiſhop Ther. In this 
copy is found the verſe in diſpute, viz. There are 
three that bear witneſs in heaven, Father, Word, 
and Holy Spirit ; and theſe three are one *. 

Having read Father le Long's Letter, and being 
defirous to know how the ſtate of that Dublin 
copy was as to this point, my learned and worthy 
friend Dr. Samuel Clarke wrote to Dr. Evans then 
Biſhop of Meath, to procure a tranſcript of that 
part of St. John's Epiſtle, who ic ſeems deſired 
the ſame Mr. card to do it; whoſe letter to the 
Biſhop with the ſaid tranſcript, I have now before 
me, and which agrees with the account given by 
Mr. Martin. 

Dr. MilPs account of this copy is, that is 
written in a modern and careleſs hand; and the 
form of the letters is, as Mr. Martin owns and [ 
have ſeen, that of our Greek editions, with ac- 
cents and NE: The Doctor ſays, that ſome 


learned 
1 Mat tins La veritt du texte ha la 1 John 53. 7. P. 272. 


7 


jearned man has here and there blotted out ſome 
things, which he thought were interpolations; 
and that in the text itſelf there is a great number 
of readings which are altogether ſingular, or ſuch 


as are not found in our books. And I may add 


one thing more, that in this place of St. Jobn, 
the words, theſe three are one, are but once found, 
to wit, in ver. 7. and wholly omitted in the gh 
verſe. What antiquity this manuſcript, or that 


from which it was copy'd, was of, Mr. Martin 


owns he can't certainly demonſtrate ; but yet he 
has endeavour'd to raiſe an opinion of its anti- 
quity by a ſuggeſtion wholly groundleſs. He is 
well aſſur'd indeed it could not be before the 
eleventh century, becauſe the prologues of Theo- 
hyla# are found in it, who liv*d towards the 


middle of that age: but then he inſinuates, that 
it might be written at the end of that age, and 


ſays there would be no room to doubt it, if we 
could be afſur*d that the date which is found there 
at the end of Sr. Mark's goſpel, is by the ſame 
hand that wrote the copy ; for there, as it was 
ſent to him, it is, ihn herd xgoves done rig TS XV 


νtẽꝭw e that is, as he interprets it, written 
after ten ages from the aſcenſion of Chriſt : And 


this he ſays points to the eleventh age. Now ei- 
ther Mr. Martin had a lame account ſent him, 
and ſo might be ignorant of the matter; or elſe 
artfully conceal'd what quite overthrows all his 
ſuppoſition, by omitting what it was that is fatd 
to be written at that time, viz. T9 tvayytAov x, 
Mzexov tyeaÞn, Sc. The goſpel according to SF. 
Mark was written, &c. Why was this omitted, 
but that it might appear as if that was faid of the 
whole copy, which is only ſaid of Mark's original 
goſpel, which of old was F ſuppoſed to be writ- 

5 e 


+ See Du Pin's Hiſtory of the Canon, vol. II. p. 42. and 
Dr. Mills notes at the end of St. Mark ; by which it appears 


that 
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ten ten years aſter Chriſt's death? Likewiſe in 
the Dublin MS. there is a note of the ſame kind 


at the end of St. Jobn's goſpel alſo, relating to 


the time of that goſpel's being written. This I 
myſelf obſerv'd, when-I had a ſhort view of that 
MS. at Dublin, in Auguſt 1725. So that ſup- 
poling we grant Mr. Martin that the paſſage was 
written by the ſame hand with. the copy, yet there 
is not the leaſt foundation for his inference, that 
it was wrote in the eleventh age: nor does xedv 
here ſignify centuries or ages, but years; which 
fare none will pretend was deſign'd for the date 
of this copy, but rather of the original goſpel, 
From all which it does not appear to have any 
marks of antiquity. | 

Thus having laid the matter before the world, 
I leave it to the learned to judge of its value and 
authority; while yet it is the only Greek copy, 
among ſuch great numbers, in which this conteſt- 
ed verſe appears to be found. 


I ſhall only add, what Mr. Zrard writes in his 


letter, That it is writ currente calamo ; and 
<< that the ſeven canonical epiſtles, as well as the 
© book of the Revelation, did icem to him to be 


<< writ with ſuch haſte, that he thought it was 


« writ at one ſitting, and with the ſame pen 
% And that as a proof of the haſte of the wri- 
<< ter, in veP. 13. he has omitted all from the 
e firſt bes.“ Now whether ſuch a haſty and 
modern tranſcript can be depended upon for its 
exactneſs, or authority, I leave to the judgment 


of others . . 

{EP POSTSCRIPT. 
that thoſe words were added in divers MSS. at the end of 
St. Mark's goſpel. : 163 


+ Of this Dublin manuſcript Mr. 4a Croze, that eminent 
critic, and ſo well verſed in manuſcripts, declares, that he has 
but a loau opinion, being convinced from the ſhape of the 
letters, that it is of a very modern date. See his Letter hereto 
ſabjoin'd. + . | 


\ 
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TuREE LETTERS, One from Father 
Le Long, Prieſt of the Oratory at Paris, 
to Mr, Martin, relating to R. Stephens's 
manuſcripts. „ 

Two from Mr. La Croze, Library-keeper to 
the King of Pruſſia at Berlin, relating 
to the Dublin. and Berlin manuſcripts. 
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| De Paris ce 12 Avril, 1720, 
Mons1EguUR, | 


E vous dois Monſieur un remerciment de la 
maniere obligeante dont vous parlez de moi, 
p. 17. de votre Diſſertation ſur les 3 temoins 
celeſtes de St. Fean. Il y a long tems que je me 
ſerois a acquittẽ de cette obligation, ſi elle m*eſtoit 
tombee pluſtot entre les mains; je ne Pay euẽ que 
hier, & apres avoir parcouru ce que vous dites 
touchant les MSS. de Rob. Eſtienne, vous voulez 
bien que je vous parle avec la franchiſe & la ſin- 
ceritè que vous reconnoiſſeʒ en moi. Je ne touche 
point a Pauthenticite de ce texte. Paſſure ſeulement 
Icy qu'il n'eſt dans aucun des MSS dont Ro. 
Eſtienne s'eſt ſervi pour l' edition Grecque du 
N. Teſt. de 1650. Ces deux ſentiments fe peu- 5” 
vent foutenir ſans aucune contradiction. Mr, l' Ab- 
be Roger Dr. & Doyen de | egliſe metropolitaine 
| de Bourges a defendu avec force Þ authenticire de 
ce texte: Il avoũe cependant qu'il ne la point 
trouvẽ dans ces MSS. Ce fut ce ſcavant Abbe, qui 
lorſqu'il travailloit a ſa Diſſertation m' engagea a 
Vor. II. _ examiner 
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2h examiner fi ce fameux paſſage ſe trouvoit dans 
les MSS, de la bibliotheque du Roi:quyy etoient 
deja du tems d' Henry II. & qui font cites par 
| Rob. Eftienne, Il eut peu de tems apres, etant 
venu a Paris, la ſatisfaction de reconnoiſtre par 
lui-meſme la veritẽ de ce que je lui avois mandè, 
que ce paſſage ne ſe trouvoit dans aucun de ces 
manuſcrits. | e 
Vous ſoutenez d' abord p. 110. que £6, 
Eſtienne a eu 16 MSS. Grecs outre Fedition 
d' Alcala; mais fi Pon ne veut pas mettre au 
nombre de ces MSS. celui ſur lequel a ete faite 
cette edition, il faut convenir qu'il a oubliẽ᷑ un 
MS. en faiſant dans fa preface le denombrement 
de ceux dont il ꝰeſt ſervi, & meme il ne cite ja- 
mais dans les marges interieures de 17 Ex. dont i 
ait tire des varietẽs des legons. Il marque pour le pre- 
 mier de ces exemplaires Pedition d' Acala; pour le 
ſecond les variantes que ſes amis ont envoye d' Hia- 
lie, les 3, 4, 6, 6, 7. 8, 10, & 15, ont ete tires, 


=... | de la bibliotheque du Roy Henry II. Les autres lui 
| ' ſont venus d' ailleurs. Dans la premiere preface 
eſcrite en Grec il les deſigne par les lettres nume- 


rales Grecqucs a, . e, 7 d, e, F, C, u, b, , 4, th, 
77 0, 6 She pe 6 
Kevert Eſtienne declare p. 36. de ſa reſponſe 
au Theologiens de Paris qu'il a remis dans la bib- 
liotheque du Roi les MSS, qu'on lui avoit confi, 
Voicy de quelle maniere je m'y ſuis pris pour les 
y deſcouvrir. = 5 
Jai cherch dans les marges interieures de Þ edi- 
tion du N. Teſt. Grec de Kob. Eſtienne des vari- 
etẽs des legons tires des huit MSS. de la biblio- 
theque du Roi. J'en/ai pris au moins quatre dei 
Plus ſingulieres pour chacun; je me ſuis addreſs a 
Mr. Boivin, l'un des gardes de cette bibliotheque 
qui eſt charge du ſoin des MSS. et qui a un li 
grande connoiſſance du Grec, dont il a * 
a £0 j Wo | ide 
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eſtude particuliere; comme il eſt un des hommes f 
es plus obligeants; il rechercha ſur le champ les 

MSS. du N. Teſt. Grecs qui fe conſervoient dans 

cette bibliotheque dw tems de Henry Il. qui ſont 

diſtinguẽs des autres par un H. couronne marque 

ſur la couronne, il s'en trouve onze, entre lei- 

quelles 8 contenoient les varietẽs des ſeęons que 

j avois tire des marges interieutes de Vedition” 

d' Eſtienne. Peut on apres cela douter que ces ne 

ſoient ceux dont il s' eſt ſervi? peut eſtre qu'il a 

neglige les 3 autres, ou qu'ils ne ſont venus, 

quapres ſa ſortie de France, dans cette biblio- 

theque. 11 0 . 

Voureneds par la table ſuivante ce que chacun | A 
de ces MSS. contient, & par ce que j'ai trouve | 
dans les MSS. du Roi j'ai determinẽ ce qui de- 
yoit eſtre dans les autres que R. Efienne avoit eu 
chaillcurs. II n'y a que quatre MSS. du Rot qui 
contiennent les epiſtres canoniques 9d, e, C, 4. nu- 
merotes 2871, 3445, 2242, & 2878. Encore le 
(na Vil que la 1 epiſtre de St. Jean, ce qui ſuf- 
fit. Je n'y ai point trouve le verſet en queſtion: 
ainſi Pai droit de conclure qu'il n*eſtoit dans aucun 
des MSS. d' Eftzenne ; ect a dire dans les 3 au- 
tres b, 1, 47, qui avec les 4 precedents font le 
nombre de ſept, qui font les memes marques en 
marge a cote de ce verſet dans l'edition d* E- 
We AE | 5 | 
Vous pourrez dire que R. Eſtienne ne marque 
en cette endroit pour variantes que ces mots 
2 79 vpavy, qui en effer ſont enfermes ſeules entre | 
Pobole et la cedile, et qu'il ne manquoit que 4 
ces mots dans les 7 MSS. d' Eftienne, '& que 

par conſequent ces ne ſont pas ceux qui ſont a 

preſent dans la bibliotheque du Roi, dans leſquel- 

les le paſſage entier ne ſe trouve point; mais avant 

que de vous reſpondre en forme a cette ſpecieuſe - 
objection, vous voulez bien que je vous diſe que : 

. cette 
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cette 1 Grecque du N. Teſt. weſt pas auſl 

correcte, du moins les citations, qu*on le croit or. 

dinairement; je vous en produirai plus de fix fauſſes 

Sil eſt neceſſaire, entre leſquelles je place la cid. 

tion du MS. 4d. ou le 14. citẽ a cotẽ du ver. 4 

du chapitre 1. de la 2 Epitre de St. Pierre, ce MS, 

ne contient que les Evangiles, ainſi il n'a pas di 

eſtre cite ſur cette epiſtre, il falloit mettre iy, MS. 

5 qui contient les epiſtres canoniques, & il eſt tres aiſ 

| | en compoſant ou de prendre une caſſe pour la voi- 

4 ſine, ou en deconipoſant une feuille d*impreſſion 

| de mettre une lettre dans une caſſe pour une au- 
tre; la correction eſtoit plus difficile a faire. 

Les perſonnes les plus exactes ne font pas tou. 

jours attention, par exemple, il vous eſtoit ai, 

puiſque vous aviez en main La Bibliotbegue Sacrit, 

de reconnoiſtre dans le titre que Pauteur n' eſtoit 

pas un ſcavan: Benedifin, mais un preſtre de l Ora. 

loire; vous avez fans doute confondu la congre- 
gation de l Oratoire avec celle de St. Maur. 

Pour venir a voltre objection, je dis que la ce. 

1 dile placee apres & 1@ vgawo a dt eſtre apres 

w r 9", du verſct ſuivant; car tout ce qui et 

renferme entre ces deux extremites ne ſe trouve 

ni dans les verſions Orientales, ni dans preiqu 

aucun MS. Grec; je ne connois que deux ov 

cela ſe rencontre, le Codex Britannicus cite. ſou- 

vent par Eraſme, & le Codex Montfortius de k 

5 Pohhglotte d' Angleterre, qui ſe conſerve dans | 

bibliotheque de Pacademie de Dublin en Irland. 

Comme il ſe rencontre trois differences dans ce feul 

verſet entre ces 2 MSS. on peut aſſeurer que ce 

ne {ont pas les memes. Qu*on nomme & 1ndique 

les autres MSS. Gfecs ou on life ce verſet ſi on en 

connoit. Il n'eſt pas certainement dans onze del 

bibliotheque du Roi, ni dans ceux de la bibliothe- 


due * . mae ni dans 8 de ets.” de 
| i, e 
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Mr. Martin's Examination, c. 


Rome en 1632. qui ſont les ſeuls qu yen les epi- 
ſtres canoniques. Il faut donc avouer que la vari- 


ante d* Eftienne commence a ces mots b r vpaic, et 


qu elle finit apres ceux & 77 vn, quoique Mr. Simon 


2 


ait dit mal a propos que ces dernieres paroles ſe 


trouvent dans un des MSS, de Mr. Colbert, ou je 
uis aſſurer qu'ils ne ſe trouvent point dans les 

SS. cites par Mr. Simon, apres un exacte re- 
cherche que Coal ai faite. 

II doit dono demeurer pour conſtant que R. 
Etienne nayant que 75 MSS. Grecs qui continſ- 
ſent les e en comme on le verra 
par la 810 ſuivante, & que le verſet en queſtion 
e trouvant point, i) n'eſt dans aucun des 
MSS, d' Eftienne, qui eſt tout ce que j 'avois pro- 
mis de prouver. 

J ajouterai que voſtre naiſonnement n*eſt pas 
concluant, quand vous dites que les MSS. d'. E- 
fienne contenoient le N. T. en 2 volumes, que le 


premier renfermoit les Evangiles & ſes Actes, et 
ſe ſecond les epiſtres des Apoſtres et V Apocalypſe. 8 


Il ſemble que vous ayez vi ces anciens MSS. 
pour parlez auſſi poſitivement que vous faites: 
Les MSS. Grecs ſont plus ou moins  eſpais, | lus ou 
moins entiers ſelon qu'ils ont ẽtẽ bien conſerves : 
pour ne parler que des MSS. du N. T. les uns 
contiennent le T3"... en entier, dans les autres 


il en manque une partie. Pluſieurs n*ont que 


les quatres Evangiles, d'autres les Aces, & les 
epiſtres des Apoſtres, des 7 roifiemes les Actes & 
les epiſtres des St. Paul, des quatriẽmes les Aes 


& les epiſtres Canoniques;, on trouve dans fort peu 
le livre de PApocalypſe : Ainſi la concluſion que 


vous tirez n'eſt pas certain, que les MSS. qui 
contiennent les epiſtres de St. Paul doivent auf 
contenir les epiſtres Canoniques. 

Jeſpere que vous recevrez en bonne Park la 
liberte que je prends de vous dire fur ce fait 


% * 
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a, ; rau, 12 Avril 1720, 
3 of” 5 
y Return you many. thanks for the obliging 
manner, wherein you ſpeak of me p. 17. of 
2 Viſſertation on the three witneſſes in heaven 
in St. Jobn. I ſhould have acknowledg ed that 
obligation long ago, if I had met with Sur Dif 
ſertation ſooner, but I had it not till yeſterday ; 
and after having run over what you ſay in re- 
; lation to, Robert Stephens! s$ manuſcripts, you wil 
allow me to ſpeak to you with that freedom 
4 and ſincerity, which you Kkhowledg⸗ in me. 
don't meddle with the authenticneſs of the 
text, only I aſſure you that it is #of in am of 
the manuſcripts, which Robert Stephens made 
uſe of in his Greek edition of the New, Teſta- 
ment in the year 1650. Theſe two opinions 
are very conſiſtent. with each other, Mr. the 
Abbe Roger Dr. and Dean of the metropolitan 
s church of Bourges hath ſtrongly defended. the 
= 1 authenticneſs of this text, but nevertheleſs ac- 
| knowledges that 15 could not find it in theſe 
manuſcripts, - as this learned Abbe, who, 


A | | when 105 Was LAT ed in his diſtertatian, en- 


beer me to examine, whether this famous paſ- 
: e was to be found in thoſe manuſcripts of 
the king's library, which had been there from 
the arme of e the Ya and dae are OF 

J 
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Mr. Martin's Examitiation, &c. 299 
by Robert Stephens.” He came to Nuris, ſoon afſ⸗- 
ter, and had the ſatisfaction of obſerving him- 
ſelf the truth of what L had wrote him, that this 
pallage was not toi bo; Sounds? in 901 6b: theſe ma- 
nuſcripts. 14 

Vou ſet out wich g thas Robert Stephons | 
had 16 Greek manuſcripts; beſides the edition of | 
| Acala, but unleſs you count into; the num 
of thoſe, manuſcripts: that from whence the edi- 
tion was made, it muſt be agreed, that he has 
forgot one manuſcript in reckoning up in his 
preface the numbei of thoſe which: he made uſe 
if and beſides he never cites in the inward 
margin the ſeventeenth copy from which he 
drew his various readings. He marks for his 
M copy the edition of Alcala, for his ſecond 
the various readings ſent him by his friends from 
haly, the 3d, 4th, gth, 6th, 7th, Sth, roth, 
and x 5th, are taken from the library of King 
Arg the IId. the others he had from elſe where; 
in his firſt preface written in - Greek- he - 7655 75 
them by the Greet numeral Letters, u, 65 % 6 o 
„ C, Cy 5, b, 1, ic, 95 1% 10, i : | 
Robert Stephens. declares: P. 36. of: his an- 
ſwer to the: Divines of Paris, that he had re- 
placed in the king's library the + manuſcripts, 
which he had been trufted with from thence. 
The way I took to find them out there as thus 
| ſearched in the inward margin of abert Ste- 
pbeng” $ edition of the Greek New Teſtament the 
various readings extracted from the eight manu- 
ſcripts - of the king's library. I took out of 
them four at leaſt, the moſt remarkable in each, 
and then waited on Mr. Boivin. one of the keep- 
ers of that library, who has the care of the ma- 
nuſcripts, and who is well ſkill'd in the Greet 
language, which he has made his peculiar ſtudy ? 
bung a e of 2 Ws — n he im- 
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mediately look*d for thoſe Greek manuſcripts of 

the New Teftament, which were kept in that 
library in the time of Henry the IId. which are 
diſtinguiſhed from the reſt by a crowned H. 
marked above the crown. He found eleven of 
them, eight of which had thoſe various readings, 
which I had taken from the inner margin of 
Stepbens's edition. Can any doubt be made af. 
ter this, that theſe were the very manuſcripts, 
which he had made uſe of? It may he he did 
not regard the other three, or perhaps they 
were not brought into that library till after S. 
phens's departure from Francde. 

You will ſee by the following table what each 
of theſe manuſcripts contains, and by what J 
have found in the | king's manuſcripts, I have 
been able to judge what muſt be in the others, 
which R. Stephens had elſewhere. There are 
but four of the King's manuſcripts which con- 
tain the canonical epiſtles, d, :, g, , number'd 
2871, 2445, 2242, and 2878; and the & has 
only the firſt epiſtle of St. Jobn, which is ſuffi- 
cient. In none of theſe could J find the verſe 
in queſtion, ſo that I may juſtly conclude that it 
is not in any of Szephens's manuſcripts, that is 
to ſay in the three others b, 1, , which with 
the four ahovementioned make up the number 
ſeven, and are the ſame which are marked in 
the margin on the ſide of this verſe in Stephens 
edition. | 8 | 

Perhaps you will ſay that R. Stephens marks 
no other various reading in this place but with 
relation to the words z T@ xpaww, (which indeed 
is all that is included! within the two marks) and 
that theſe were the only words wanting in the 
ſeven manuſcripts of Szephens, and by conſequence 
that thoſe manuſcripts were not the ſame with 
them at preſent in the King's library, in which 
the whole paſſage is wanting. But before I an- 


{wer 


ſwer in form to this ſpecious objection, you will 
permit me to tell you, that this edition of the Greek 
New Teſtament is not ſo correct, at leaſt the 
citations are not, as is generally believed; I could 
produce you, if it were neceſſary, more than 
ſix errors, among which JI reckon the citation 
from MS. id, or the 14th cited on the ſide of 
the 4th verſe of «the iſt chap. of the ſecond 
epiſtle of S. Peter; this manuſcript contains only 
the goſpels, and therefore ought not to have 
been cited on this epiſtle, it ought to have been 
M. S. 7, [the 13th] which does contain the ca- 
nonical epiſtles: It is very eaſy either in com- 
poſing to miſtake one box for another, or in di- 
ftributing a ſheet of the impreſſion to put a 
letter into the wrong box; the correcting it af- 
terwards is not ſo eafy.® 
The moſt exact don't always give proper at- 
tention ; for example, it was a very eaſy matter 
for you, as you had in your hand La Biblio- 
theque Sacrte, to have obſerved-in the title, that 
the author was not a learned Benedictin, but a 
Prieſt of the Oratory; you mult certainly have 
confounded the college of the Oratory with that 
of St. Maur. | e 
But to come cloſe to your objection, I ſay 
that the mark, placed after # ry vparw, ought to 
have been placed after ® r 91 in the next verſe, 
for all, that is included within thoſe two extre- 
mities, is wanting not only in the oriental ver- 


ſions, but in almoſt every Greek manuſcript. 


I know but of 1200 which have it, 'viz. the Codex 
Britannicus often cited by Eraſmus, and the 5 
„ 2 1 


* Tt ſeems from hence, that not only Mr. Martin was mi- 
ſtaken in imagining the MS. . contained the ſeven canonical 
or catholic epiſtles, but Dr. Mill alſo in ſuppoſing, that at the 
end of that MS. were two leaves containing a part of the roth 
chapter of the dt and the firſt chapter of the ad epiſtle of 
Peter. See Millii Prolegomena, No. 1174. and our Author's 
Anſwer to Mr. Martin, p. 207. Jes 
\ 


N 


Mr. Martin's Examination, &c. 28 


28 


ex Man 1 in 5 « Enghib 8 which 
is preſerved in the Library of the Univerſity of 
Dublin in Ireland. As there, are three differences 
between the two manuſcri pts in this ſingle verſe, 
one may be aſſured that they are not the ſame. . 
Let them name and point. out thoſe other 3 
manuſcripts where this verſe is found, if they 


know of any ſuch, It is certainly not in the 


eleven of the King's library, nor in thoſe of 
Mr. Colbert's library, nor in the eight of the 
library at Rome in 1632, which are the only 
ones that have the canonical epiſtles. It mult 
therefore be admitted, that the various reading 
of Stephens begins with theſe words t 9, vpavs, 
and ends after the words i rj v, notwithſtand- 
ing Mr. Simon unadviſedly ſays, that theſe Jaſt 


words are found in one of Mr. Colbert's manu- 


ſcripts; for I can aſſure you upon an exact ſearch 


which I have made, that they are not to be 


found there in the manuſcripts cited by Mr. Simon. 
It remains therefore undeniable, ſince R. Ste- 
pbens had but ſeven Greek manuſcripts, which 
contained the canonical epiſtles, as may be ſeen 
in the following table, and the verſe in queſtion #s 
not in any of them, that it is not in any of Szephens's. 
manuſcripts, which is all that I undertook to prove. 
I ſhall only add, that your reaſoning is by no 
means concluſive, when you ſay that Srephens's 
manuſcripts contained the New Teſtament 
in two volumes, the firſt including the Goſpels 
and the Acts, the ſecond including the Epiſtles 
of the Apoſtles and the Revelation. One would 


think you had ſeen. theſe antient manuſcripts, 


to ipeak ſo poſitively of them as you do. The 
Greek maruſcripts are more or leſs thick, more 
or leſs entire, according as they have been pre- 
ſerved. To ſpeak only of the manuſcripts of 
the New Teſtament, ſome contain the whole 


New Teſtament, others want à part, many 


40 We e WO 
* See Mr. Martin's Differtation, p. 75 


Me. Martin's Examination, &c. 
bio only the four Goſpels, others the Acts and 


the Epiſtles of the Apoſtles, à third fort have 
the Acts and the Epiſtles of St. Paul, a fourth 


788 


the Acts and the 3 Epiſtles, and very fer 


have the Revelation; ſo that the concluſion you 
draw is very far from true, that the manuſcripts, 
which contained the Epiſtls of St. Paul, muſt 
alſo contain the canonical epiſtles. 

I hope you will not be diſpleaſed at the liverty 
I have taken to tell you my thoughts on this 
matter, and tho we differ in opinion you will 


nevertheleſs believe me to be with great reſpect 


and efteem, 
ES 
Your moſt humble, 
and moſt obedient ſervant, 
Le Long, Prieſt of the G 


A Table of the manuſcripts made uſe of by Robert 
Stephens in his folio edition of the New Teſta- 
ment. 1550. 

% — The, Alcala or Complutenſan edition; 

containing all the New Teſtament. 


3 — The four Goſpels, and Acts of the A- 


poſtles. 


Ihe four Goſpels, the King's MS. No. 


286 

— The N. ew Teſtament, excepting the Re- 
velation, the King's MS. No. 2871. 

: — The New Teſtament, excepting the Re- 

velation, the King's MS. Ne. 3425. 

The four Goſpels. _ 

C —— The four Goſpels, the Epiſtles of St. Paul, 
St. Fames, St. Peter, and the firſt of St. 

Fol, the King's MS. NC. 2243. 

1 — The four Goſpels, the King's MS. No. 
2361. 

— The New Teſtament, excepting the Re- 


: velation. . | The | 
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NM B. In all this number are found only ſeven 
manuſcripts of the firſt epiſtle of St. Jobn, . viz. 


<& e, E, 0, 4, iz, 1y, which are the very ſame 


we find cited in the margin over-againſt the fa- 
mous verſe in R. Stephens*s Greek edition. 
A. Letter from Mr. LaCroze, to 4 Friend of Mr. 
Martin, to be forwarded to him, as publiſhed 
by Mr. Martin, Verite du Texte, 1 John 5. 
7. N. 203 *. | EE 


Mons iE U, 


J= lus hier la diſſertation de M. Mill ſur le 


paſſage be S. Jean, & j*y ai trouvẽ preſque 
tout ce que j* avois medite ſur le mème ſujet: je 
. | EY 25 | Y : ſerai 

* N B. This, I ſuppoſe, is the information reſer'd to by 


Mr. La Croxe, in his letter of Dec. 31, 1719. See our Au- 
thor's Reply to Mr. Martin, p. 230. and tho the date be not 
inſerted, yet fince Mr. Martin ſays La Verite du text, &c. 
p. 219. that it was wrote /ome years before the other, it is 
probably the ſame, which lay before him in the year 1717, 
at the time of his firſt urging this Berlin manuſcript in his 


Diſſertation on this text p. 106. French edit. & p. 57. Engliſh 


edit. See Mr. Martin's Examination of Mr. Emhn's an- 
ſwer, p. 101. | Fs my . 
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Mr. Martin's Examination, @c. 
ſerai bien aiſe que M. Martin appuye ſur de 
nouvelles preuyes.Vautorite de ce tẽmoignage, 
mais entre vous & moi la choſe me 'paroit Gi: 
ficile. Je me perſuade i peu prẽs que c'eſt um 
gloſe fondee ſur Pexplication de S. Cyprien, qui 
de la marge s'eſt inſinuẽe dans le texte. Tous 


3 
* 8 N P \ 
* C * — 5 


les anciens manuſcripts Grecs & Latint dans le 


denombrement des trois tẽmoins ne font mention 
que de Peſprit, de eau, & du fang. Il ne faut 
pas compter ſur ndtre manuſcrit Grec du N. Te- 
ſtament: c*eſt un ouvrage auquel, quoi qu'il ait 


. 


. trompe pluſieurs perſonnes, je nai jamais donne 


80. ans d*antiquite. L'an 1696. ẽtant nouvelle- 


ment arrive à Berlin, Jallai voir la Bibliotheque, 


od on me montra ce manuſcrit qu*on me faiſoit 
environ de mille ans: apres Pavoir examine un 


moment, je ſoiitins qu'il etoit recent, copiẽ d'apres 


Pedition de la Bible du Cardinal Aimenes : Jen 


convainquis feu M. de Spanbeim, & le Bibliothecaire 


d' alors par la confron:ation des paſſages, la reſ- 
ſemblance des characteres, & par d'autres preuves 
ſenſibles: le paſſage des trois tẽmoins y eſt mot à 
mot, comme à la Bible d' Alcala, & il ne pouvoit 
pas y Etre autrement. Les anciens peres ne 


ſe ſont jamais ſervis d'un paſſage fi remarquable. - 


. . Le lect ionaiĩre intitule Ard, ou Ipaga- 


To0\@-, n'a ce me ſemble en cela que fort peu 


d'autoritẽ; je ne doute point de ſon antiquite, 
mais ces livres eccleſiaſtiques ſont plus ſujets au 
changement que les autres. . . . Je vous ai ᷑crit 
tout ceci pour ne pas manquer à la parole que je 
vous avois donnee ; car je ſuis perſuade que je nat 
propoſe aucune difficultẽ qui n'ait ẽtẽ peſee par 
M. Martin, &c. | OY 
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Read yeſterday Mr. Mill's Diſſertation on 

the paſſage of St. Jobn, and I therein found 

almoſt all that had occurr'd to me on that 

ſubject; I ſhall be very glad if Mr. Mar- 

tin can ſupport the authority of that teſti- 

- mony by new proofs, but between you and 

me that is no eaſy matter. I almoſt perſuade 

myſelf that it is a gloſs founded upon St. Cy- 

prian's interpretatfon, which from the margin 

has crept into the text. All the ancient manu- 

ſcripts both Greek and Latin, in reckoning the 

three witneſſes, make mention only of the Spi- 

rit, the Water, and the Blood. No account 

muſt be made of. our Greek manuſcript of the 

New Teſtament, it is a work, which tho it has 

deceived ſeveral, I never judged above 80 years 

old. In the year 1996, when I was newly come 

to Berlin, I went to viſit the library, where they 

ſhow'd me this manuſcript, which they repre- 

ſented to me as about a thouſand years old: af- 

ter having examined it a while, 1 maintained that 

it was but of late date, and copy'd after Cardinal 

Ximenes's edition of the Bible; of this I con- 

vinced M. de Spanbeim (deceaſed) and the then 

* Library-keeper by compariſon of paſſages, the 

reſemblance of the characters, and by other evident 

proofs: the paſſage of the three witneſſes is there 

word for word as in the Bible of Alcala r, and 

it could not be there in any other manner 

5 The antient Fathers never made uſe of this ſo 

remarkable a paſſage . . . The Ritual, intitled 

Apoſtolos or Praxapoſtolos, is with me of very 

—_ little authority for this purpoſe; not that I doubt 

5 its antiquity, but thoſe eccleſiaſtical books are 
| 
| 
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more ſubject to alterations than any others 


* 
„ bo * Hendreichius. + The Complutenſian edition of Cardinal 
= _ Ximenes. \ | 
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Mr. Martin's Gixartliehtion, G. 


[ have wrote thus much to you to acquit | 
of the promiſe I made you, for I am perfoaded 
] have propoſed no difficulties but what M. ay: 
tin has conſidered of, r 


A Letter fran Mr. La Cross, eee by 
Mr. Achard, celelrated Preacher, at Berlin, 
10 the * Auhor of Hiſtoire d'un Voyage litte- 
raire fait 1733, en France, en Angleterre,  & 

en Hollande, printed at the Hague, 1735. 

Vir Ampliſſime, & plurimim Reverende, 
PISTOL mez de commate Divi Joannis 

Apoſtoli, neſcio qui factum fit ut fama in 

y uſque deferretur. Nihil enim in ea valde 

elaboratum eſt, cum ſit avregge&ias) ſcripta. quo tem- 

poreetiam animo & corpore languebam. Et ſane ad 
eam ſcribendam acceſſi exwv azo]; ye Yup, At illam 
amico petenti & flagitanti vix negare auſus ſum, 
cum præterea arbitrarer ea, quæ ſcribebam, clam 
apud nos habitum iri. Fruſtra autem a me petis 
exemplar illius epiſtolæ, cum nullum unquam, 
aut valdè raro, apud me Litterarum mearum ex- 
emplar ſervare ſoleam. Verumtamen totius rei 
memoriam repetam, addamque nonnulla prout 
in mentem mihi venient, quæ quæſo æqui bo- 
nique conſulas. | 

Nunquam animus fuit in pertractando hoc ar- 
gumento verſari. Intellexi, & expertus ſum, 
rem periculo non vacare, cum homines inconſulti, 

& criterii expertes, ſtatim Chriſtianam Fidem eo- 

rum in diſcrimen vocent, qui ſententias ſuas, etiam 

temere admiſſas, non ſatis pro arbitrio ſuo reve- 
rentur. Ego verd ex animi met ſententia loquor : 
pro dogmate certiſſimo Divinitatis Domini Noſtri 

Jeſu Chriſti, & cæteris quæ inde à theologis no- 

ſtris deducuntut, vitam ipſam periculo ex ponere 

ö | paratus 


* C. E. Fardex Privy Counſellor to the preſent King of 


Pruffa. 
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paratus ſum; at idem 3 dogma, quod manifeſt 


plurimæ Novi | Teſtament auctoritates demon- 
ſtrant, ex dubiis, incertis, addo & falſis, argu. 
mentis, mſi cum ſummo veritatis ipſius periculo, 
aſſeri poſſe, numquam exiſtimayerim. Sed tem. 
pus eſt in rem ipſam attentids introſpicere. 

Hec potiſſimùm argumenta me ad eam * 
tentiam tuendam, quam nunc propugno, voca- 
verunt: nimirum veterum patrum, & ſeripto- 
rum eccleſiaſticorum, ſilentium, quibus addi de- 
bet haud adſpernanda antiquarum verſionum 
auctoritas. De manuſcriptis codicibus nihil di- 
cendum cenſeo, cum palam fit unum illum codicem 
Græcum Bibliothecæ noſtræ, ad quem provocant, 
ex Complutenſi editione, manù plane recenti, de- 
ſcriptum eſſe; quod ſæpius & peregrinis adven- 
tantibus, & ipſis civibus noſtris approbavi, & 
adhuc cuivis approbare paratus ſum, Quæcum- 
que vitia focordia typographorum in editionem 
Complutenſem irrepſerunt, ea in codice noſtro ma- 
nuſcripto nihil immutata leguntur: etiam litteræ 
ad formam cjuſdem editionis exactæ, & expreſſæ 
ſunt. Addo novitatem membranæ, atramen- 
tum pallidum de induſtria adhibitum, ut nimirum 
antiquitatem feliciùs mentiretur, & incautos fal- 
leret; adeò ut mihi certiſſimè conſtet hoc ex- 
emplar manuſeriptum ab homine improbo & 

#19;poxepdes confictum eſſe, ut grandi pecuniæ ſum- 
ma emtores emungeret, quod & ipſi pro voto 
ſucceſſit. Nec melids cenſeo de codice Dubli 
negſi, quem recentiſſimum eſſe animadverti ex 
ipfa forma litterarum obiter deſcriptà in diario 
quodam, cujus tamen memoria non ſuccurrit, 
nec ipſe liber eſt in promptu, Haber & ille co- 
dex Tee; c of juaprups:Te5 tv TH yn, ut verſio Græca 
concilii Lateranenſis, ubi verba verſionis vulgatæ 
habent in terra. Græcaà autem ibi ex Latino lo- 


quuntur, contra conſuctam novi Teſtamenti for- 
| | n 


| Mr. Mat tin's Examinatiot 1, & Fk. 38 9 2 

mulam, que ir me Ne dicere ſolet ; unde affir- 

mare licet ea verba in editiones Grecas recentiores F 

irrepſiſſe ex iJla verſione concilii Lateranenſis. 4 
In tam locupleti argumento plura dicenda fii- 

pereſſent; niſi meminiſſem me epiſtolam non 

Aiarp10nv de hoc argumento conſtribere. Itaque 

de patrum conſenſu & auctoritate poſtea quàm 

perpauca addidero, ad illud argumentum acce- 

dam de quo præcipuè inter me, & doctiſſimuin 

Bencelium, qui editionem fſacrorum Novi Te- 

ſtamenti librorum parat, agebatur. Movit me 

precipus ut à priore ſententia diſcederem 

ſlentium Athungſi, qui nunquam a illud 

Jabannis A poſtoli comma provocavig quod 

tamen magno ei uſui futurum erat, fi in ætatis 

ſux codicibus lectum fuiſſet. Quod quidam 

objiciunt, & mihi in ipſa ſereniſſimæ Reginæ 

menſa i duobus communionis noſtræ theologis 

dictum eſt, nequidem apud eundem Athanafiunt 

unquam proferri locum qui ad formam admi- | 

niſtrand i Ck ſpectat, id ex turpi __— _ 

lia, quam hic detegere non vacat, ortum eſt : nam -” 

idem locus tam ſæpè apud Athanafium legitur, | 

ut mirum ſit eos, qui id objiciunt, in eum ſtupo- 

fem incidiſſe. At ne quid remere dixiſſe videar, 

mittam eos homines ad ipſa Aubanaſi loca, qua 

mihi occurrerunt in genuinis ejus operibus. 

Utor autem editione nupera Pariſienſi. . 1 

itaque hic locus p. 237. B. item p. 239. A. B. 

liem in oratione contra Arianos p. 459. A. B. & 

in oratione ſecunda contra eoſdem Arianos p. 508. 

D. F. & p. 509. A. B. Hæc ſufficere arbitror; _ 

nam ſupra decem alia loca notavi, à quibus ref: 4 

rendis ſuperſedeo. Nee tamen malam fidem eo- 

rum accuſare velim qui talia objiciunt, ſed te- 

meritatem, & ſupinam ignorantiam. Jam ſi 

quis attendat ad Oecumenti commentarium in 

epiſtolam Divi Johannis, in qua ipſe textus inte- 
Vor. II. | p = 
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ger extat ſine eo commate, cujus proinde nulla 
mentio fit in cofnmentaris ; niſi præconceptis 
opinionibus obnoxius fit, ſententiæ noſtræ, vel 
invitus, favere tenebitur. Plurima alia argumen- 


ta optima fide congeſſit doctiſſimus Millius ad 


primam Johannis epiſtolam, etſi, Jevibus argy- 
mentis impulſus, alii ſententiz adfærere v. 
deatur. Sed in hoc alit inquirant per me licet, 
Plura przxſtia quam per adverſam valetudinem, 
& oculorum infirmitatem, ſperare poſſe videbar. 
Unum modo ſupereſt ut dicam de verſione 
Armenã, quæ id comma habet in editionibus 
auß epiſcopi. Ab eo credidiſſem ex verſione 
vulgatd additum fuiſſe, cum nonnulla alia ſe 
ab ei verſione excerpſiſſe in præfatione ſul fa- 
teatur. Nihil quidem in ipſo contextu Armenico 
mutavit, ſed plurima ex Latind verſione addidit, 
ut cuilibet Armenica & Latina conferenti obſer- 
vare pronum erit. Ne autem in ea opinione per- 
ſeverarem, effecit auctoritas concilii Siſenſis Anno 
Chriſti 1307. in Cilicid, que tunc Armenia minor 


dicebatur, celebrati, ubi pagina 462. apud Gala- 


num p. 461, hujus autem concilii acta fideliter 
ex Armenis cod icibus deſcripſit idem Galanus 
apud quem ex codicibus illius gentis conciliorum, 
& epiſtolarum, idem teſtimonium legi tur pag. 


436. 478. Hinc conſtat hoc comma B. J. 


hannis verbis additum jam ante ſeculi decimi 
quarti initia, in codices Armenicos irrepſiſſe. 
Nunc inquirendum eſt quibus de cauſis, & qui 


4 


ratione, hoc factum ſit. | 


Certum eft Reges Armenorum, qui in Cilia 
regni ſui ſedem XIII ſeculo habuerunt, ad com- 
munionem, & conjunctionem cum eccleſià Lali. 
norum acceſſiſſe, ipſumque epiſcopum Romanum 
veneratos ut primum patriarcham, & eccleſiarum 


Rex 


ſuarum caput. Jam inter eos celeberrimus fult 


. 


Rex Hethum, quem illius ætatis Latini Scriptores 
Haithonem appeMant, Is, teſte Haithone Ar- 
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nen, ejus conſanguineo & cognomine, cap. 


ul. Hiſtoriz orientalis ab eo ditæ, per qua- 
draginta quinque annos Armeniæ regnum tenuit, 
ab anno nimirum Domini MCCX XIV. & diem 
ſuum obiit MCCLXX, poſtquam ſub finem vitæ 
ſu# Fratrum Minorum ſeu Franciſcanorum ordini 
nomen dediſſet. Vixit perpetuò conjunctus cum 
eccleſia Romana, linguæ etiam Latinæ ſatis peri- 
us pro captu illius ævi. Biblia ſua Armenica ex- 
git ad Latinam verſionem vulgatam, quam iti 
dligenter expreſſit, ut ipſas Hieronymi præfatio- 
nes, & prologum Galeatum, in linguam Armeni- 
can converterit, quæ præfationes, in editione U/- 
cani Amſtelodamenſi extant, & in Conſtantinopoli- 
hend anni MDCCV, Suppreſſit ergo hæc Hai- 
tbonis editio cæteras omnes, ita ut ſi quis Arme- 
nicos codices accuratos requirat, ei excurrendum 
lit in Armeniam uſque ad exquirenda exemplaria 
e ae ue Fines decimum tertium ſecu- 
lm adſurgat. Cum autem conſtat Latinos codi- 
ces illius æ vi comma illud epiſtolæ Divi Johannis 
habuiſſe, nihil mirum videbitur fi nunc ab Haz- 
bono in codices ſuos tranſlatum, conſtanter in 
omnibus Armenicis editionibus legatur. Longè 
plura hic addere pofſem, niſi tædium ſubre- 
peret, & vererer ne te mea loquacitate offende- 
rem, Itaque vale, & amare perge 


— 


Tui ſtudigſiſimum, 


| 5 | ; ; M. V. La Croze. 
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Moſt honoured and very reverend Sir. 

OW it came about that my letter concem. 

II ing the verſe of St. Jobn the Apoſtle has 
been heard of in England, I know not; for I had 
taken no great pains in it, it being wrote off hand 
at a time when I was not very well either in bod 
or mind. Indeed I fate down to the writing it 


with a kind of unwilling conſent ; but I could 


not deny it to the importunity of a friend, eſpe- 
cially as I did not imagine it would go any far- 


ther, I cannot gratify your deſire of giving you 


a copy of that letter, fince I ſeldom or never 
keep copies of my letters by me, but ſhall ac- 
quaint you with all I can remember of that affair, 
and ſhall add ſome other things as they occur to 
me, which I beg you will take in good part. 
It never was my intention to enter into this 


_ diſpute. I knew full well by experience how 


copy he had heard of in England, which himſelf ſuſpected t0 


reflected on, that not daring to omit it again, he inſerted it i 


dangerous a matter it is, when inconſiderate and 
injudicious men will be ready to call in queſtion 
the Chriſtianity of thoſe, who do not, as they think, 
pay ſufficient regard to their ſentiments, how 


raſhly ſoever embraced by them. I ſhall notwith- 


ſtanding ſpeak the real' thoughts of my heart.* 
I am ready to hazard life itſelf for that molt 
certain 


The Author of this letter cannot be too much com. 
mended for his courage and integrity in withſtanding thele 
unjuſt and violent reproaches, which in former times appe 
to have had too great an influence on learned and wortly 
men to the great obſcuring of the truth. Thus Eraſmus, tho 
in his two firſt editions of the N. T. he omitted this beit, 
was for that reaſon ſuſpected to be an Arian, and ſo abuſed and 


a new edition, for fear, as he tells us, of giving an banal. 
for reproach, ne anſa fit calumniandi, id this contrary t0 
the authority of all his manuſcripts, (as F. Simon ſays, wiv 
cenſures him for it Crit. Hiſt. * 7 cap. 18.) only from 3 


be alter'd. Nor is it unlikely that this was the _ I 
| obert 
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certain doctrine of the divinity of our Lord Fefus 
Ori and other points deduced from it by our 
Divines, but never could think that this doctrine 


n (which may be clearly demonſtrated from many 
a authorities in the New Teſtament, ) was poſſible 


to be maintained by doubtful, uncertain, and I 


may add, falſe arguments, without the utmoſt 
J danger of the truth itſelf. . . . But it is time to 


come nearer to the matter in hand. 

The arguments which chiefly induce me to be 
of that opinion, which I now defend, are theſe, 
namely, the filence-of the antient Fathers and ec- 
cleſiaſtical writers, and alſo the authority of the 
old verſions, which deſerve no ſmall regard. As 
e Rs | for 


Rebert Stephens, who in his firſt editions incloſod the whole 
e within crotchets, as wanting in his manuſcripts, but 
theſe editions drew on him the heavy cenſures of the clergy 
at Louwain, and at Paris, who preſented ſeveral petitions to 
f K. Henry the 2d againſt them, and never reſted till they had 
| revail'd with that Prince to put them in the number of pro- 
ibited books: No wonder therefore if he, fearful to place the 

marks aright fo as to denote the whole paſſage to be wanting, 
Wy fould chuſe rather in his ſubſequent editions politically to 
| miſplace them, as if only the words & To epavw were wanting 
| and ſo let it paſs (with ſuch as ſhould examine it) as the error 
| of the preſs ; being more willing to incur the cenſure of incor- 
refineſs, than the more dangerous one of 2 Li- 

ons Crit, Hiſt. N. T. Part 2. cap. 11.— This ſeems to be 
ſomewhat the caſe of Dr. Mil alſo, who having ſtated the 
eridence very fairly and fully, draws a concluſion quite contrary 
to his premiſes in favour of the text; but hir, ſays Mr. Le 
Cure, Pref. to Kufter's edition, is not to be aſcribed to a defect 
of his judgment, but ta the fear of offending a ſet of men, wbo 
are ewont to brand all ſuch, as ſpeak the truth freely, with 
thoſe berefies, which they chuſe not to argue againſt from cor- 
rupted paſſages. Mr. Martin himſelf ſeems to be one of this 
ſet of men, for while he wiſhes that this opinion, viz of this text 
not being genuine, had been confin'd to the new ſect of the 
Arians, or the Socinians, and complains, that it had found 
favour with ſome Chriſtians, who were willing enough to re- 
tan the doctrine of the Trinity, but yet rejected this paſſage, 
he immediately inſinuates, that eho/e Chriſtians were among 
the ſecret adverſaries of that doctrine. Critical Diſſertat. p. 4. 
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forged by ſome wicked ſordid fellow with 4 view. 


to chouſe the purchaſer of a large ſum of money, 
in which he fucceeded to his wiſn. 

I have no better opinion of the Dublin copy, 
which I obſerved to be very modern from the 
very ſhape of the letters as they are curſorily de- 
ſcribed in a certain journal, the name whereof Þ © 
do not recollect, nor have I the book by: me. 
That copy alſo reads Tpe% eiow 0s papruperres iv Th 
7, in like manner as the Greek verſion of the 


f? 


Lateran Council, where the words of the vulgate 


verſion are in terra, the Greek is there expreſſed” 
in a Latin phraſe contrary to the uſual phraſe of 
the N. T. which generally uſes in: rde Y, from 
whence one may venture to affirm that thoſe _ 
words ' crept into the later Greek editions from 
that verſion of the Latenan council ®F & © 


This obſervation is very ſtrong, v yn being, no-pro- 
per Gree# phraſe for on earth, but £76 rn Ng. The former 
is not, as J can find, ever once uſed in the New Teſtament 


Much | 


n, &c. 29 
nore might be ſaid on ſo copious an argu- 
hut that I remember I am writing an epiſtle 
ca a diſſertation ; therefore after adding a few 
gs about the conſent and authority of the Fa- 

thers, I ſhall proceed to the matter in diſpute be- 

en me and the learned Bencelius, who is: now 2, 
reparing an edition of the New Teſtament. 
What chiefly prevailed with me to depart from 

former opinion is the ſilence of Ahbanqſus, lat. 6 
it . T. 4 | „ who io, 19. 
hat ſignification, unleſs Luke 12. 51. be counted an excep- 9. 6. 
lim dduai iu Ty yy» to give peace on earth, or among the 16. 19. 
ebe earth; which has plainly a different meaning and 18. 18. 
Puction, not denoting the place where he was, or acted, 23. 9. 
re, Sc. but the place, or rather the perſons, to aubem * 2 
e peace. As to Rev. 5. 13. ev 1j n xa) e v bardeoys, 281 18. 
: manifeſt tranſpoſition of the £v and the , and accord- Mar. 2.10. 


: 


\ 


Wy the beſt and greater number of the copies read in that 9. 3. 
Wet 6m TG g n ov TH hαν . Where indeed by i the Luk. 5. 24. 
Vis meant in or unter the ground : the uſual phraſe is, '£#Ty. 11. 2. 
Was in Mat. 25. 18. he digged in the earth, aputerev Ty y;, 18. 8. 
Nu. 25. he hid his talent iu the earth, Tupoa ev Th y: or 21. 23. 
Were any particular land or country is intended, as 1 King. 21. 25. 
. e rg 70 T9 Taaacie, in the land of Galilee; and in John 17.4. 
. 2. 5 Bethlehem is ſaid to be ev yg 183%, in the land of Acts 2. 19. 
ab. But where oz or upon [the material] earth is meant, Eph. 1.10. 
be place where the perſon is or acts, eſpecially when by way” 3. 15. 
Fantitheſis (as in this diſputed text) to Heaven, it is conttantly, 6. 3. 
Wreſſed both in the Septuagint and in the N. T. by en Ty; Coloſ. 1. 
Thus Deut. 12. 1. Theſe are the ſtatutes ye ſhall obſerve 16, 20. 
ate land, & Th v, which the Lord giveth you all the days ye 3. 2, 5 
live on the earth, emi Tys 1463 and 1 Cor, 8. 5. Em ev Heb. 8. 4. 
N Urs £7) 2 s ye, whether in heaven or on earth. Heb... 11. 13. 
E 25. To im Tus une, him that ſpake on earth, is put in op- James 5. 
ion to 70 an gpavar, him that ſpeaketh from heaven: and 5, 17. 
We Lord's-prayer, thy avill be done, ws £v wpavg xatem? e v, Rev. 3. 10. 
beaven /o alſo on earth; and in numberleſs other places, 5. 3. 
We of which are cited in the —— gn 6. Gs 
tae 


Wel therefore might Fra/mus ſay of the Bririꝶ manuſcript, 8. 13. 


Mich he was informed read thoſe words, Hunc ſuſdicor ad Lati- 10. 5. 
num codices fuifſe caftigatum, 1 ſuſpect this manuſcript to hav: 11. 10. 

2 corrected after the Latin ones. See his Apology again 13. 8. 
lunieg and his Annotations on the New Teſtament. 14. 6. 
do likewiſe F. Simon ſuppoſes it to be taken, tho not directly 16. 18. 

bomthe Latin, yet from the Gree tranſlation of the council of 17. 8. 
| Lateran, 18. 24. 


Leger. 


Caſtigat. 
in N. T. 
ad hunc 


locum. 


vo never appeal d to 
urged to me at her Majeſty's table 


from a ſhameful ignorance, which J am not nof 


lated from the Latin words +; tres. It is true, Mr. Mas 


- ſhow that it could. not be taken from the Greęꝭ of that cou 


cCil, æveüua yy and not Ayo rena, as in the other copie 
beſides which the fame Mr. Martin obſerves, La a 'u 
Texte, p. 298. that the abbreviations, tho very particular, att 
exactly the ſame in both, which is a plain proof that the Dub 


ing wrote by St. John, it was not in any antient Greek manuſe ipt 
St. Cyprian's interpretation of the eighth verſe, it was either 


margin of a Latin manuſcript, (which was a very 7 mot 


the Greek ones of modern date, and in a Latin phraſcology 


©» . 
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yet would have been of great ſervice:to hi 
had been found in the copies of his time. 

which is objected by ſome, and was: particali 
two Diving 
of our communion, that neither doth the ſaid 
Athanaſius ever quote the paſſage, which relates 
to the form of adminiſtring baptiſm, proceeds 


at leiſure to expoſe; for that paſſage ſo often 60 
curs in Atbanaſius, that I wonder how any could 
be ſo ſtupid to make that objection. But cha 
may not ſeem to advance any thing with 
der c ee nl} aorlti & Frou 
Lateren, and thinks the phraſe $70: ö. 57 is à Latiniſm, tr 


* 


. inſtances in ſeveral differences between then 


Diſſert. p. 74 


But in. the Dublin manuſcript there are no ſuch differences, Wt 
that manuſcript not only has the words ev-74 , which ſhow 
to be a tranſlation from the Latin, but the very order of al 
words is the ſame with the Greeꝶ verſion of the Laterus coli 


lin manuſcript is a tranſcript from that verſion, and there 


cannot be older, tho it is probably much later, than the tit 


teenth century, when that council was held. 1 >; 


The true ſtate of this text ſeems in ſhort to be this, not f 


or verſion, nor known to any of the antient Fathers; but being 


by St. Cyprian himſelf, or ſome of his admirers wrote into Wl 


practice. See F. Simon's Crit. Hiſt. N. T. part 2. c. 18.) 
from thence in proceſs of time ſlid into the body of the 
and thus got into fſome few (but not into the generalith ff 
Latin copies, poſſibly as old as the time of Vickor Vitenſis about 
the end of the fifth century, and from theſe Latin copies, Mi 
citations thence, was afterwards tranſlated and tranſcribed unta 
the more modern Greek ones; hence it is accounted for, why i 
is wanting in all the antient Greek manuſcripts and verſions, 200 
not cited by the primitive writers, why it appears earlier in the 
Latin than in the Gree manuſcripts, and how it came at laſt int 
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round, I ſhall refer theſe men to the very places 
| of Athanaſius, which I have met with in his ge- 
© _nuine works. I make uſe of the late Paris edition, 
Where there js a paſſage to this purpoſe p. 237. b. 
and again p. 239. a. b. and in his oration zgainſt 


: 8 * ey 


| A | r 
in's Examination, &c. 297 


the Arians p. 479. a. b. and in his ſecond oration 
againſt the ſame Arjans p. 508. d. f, and p. 509. 
a. b. Theſe I think are ſufficient, for I have noted 
/ above ten other places which I forbear to quote. 
I mean not however to accuſe theſe objectors of 
| diſhoneſty, but only of raſhneſs and groſs igno- 
trance. Beſides, let any one attend to the com- 
mentary of Oęcumenius on the epiſtle of St. Jobn, 
where the whole text is extant without that verſe, 
which r not mention'd in the com- 
mentary, and if he be not greatly byaſſed by 
prejudice, he will be obliged to be of my opinion, 
whether he will or no. The very learned Dr. Mill 
in his notes on the firſt epiſtle of Foby hath faith- 
fully collected a great many more arguments, 
althoꝰ for trifling reaſons he ſeems to favour the 
other opinion. But into this let others inquire 
that will, for my part I have done more than 
I could well expect, conſidering my infirm ſtate 
of health and weak eyes. | 
It remains only that I ſhould fay ſomething in 
relation to the Armenian verſion, which hath this 
verſe in the editipns of Biſhop Uſcan. I was in- 
clinable to think that this vert was added by him 
from the vulgate verſion, ſince he acknowledges 
in his preface, that he had taken ſome other 
things from that verſion. He altered nothing in- 
© deed in the Armenian text itſelf, but added many 
things from the Latin verſion, as is eaſy to be ob- 
ſerved by any one who compares the Armenian 
and Latin together. But what induced me to be 
of another opinion was the authority of the council 
of Sinis in the year of our Lord 1307 in N 
> | | which 
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"ll which was ps called grants, e leſs, p. 1666 K | 
alanus p. 461. The acts of this council have. 
2 Aihfully copied by the ſad Galanus from 
the Armenian books, in whom p. 436 and p. 478, 
we find the ſame teſtimony taken from the books 
of the councils and letters of that nation. Hence 
it appears that this addition to St. Job's words was 
got into the Armenian manuſcripts: before the be- 
ginning of the fourteenth century |. I am now 
therefore to examine by WARE. means this was 
done. 2 
Certain it is that the Kings of Armenia, who 
had their reſidence in Cilicia in the thirteenth cen. 
fury, came over to the communjon of the Lalin 
Church, and united themſelves to it, and even 
reſpected the biſho of Rome as their chief Patri- 
ty and head of Their churches. Among theſe 
the moſt famous wWas King Hethum, whom the 
Latin writers of that age call Haitbon. This 
King. according to the teſtimony of Haithon the 
Armenian, his kinſman and name-ſake, in the 
13th chapter of his Oriental Hiſtory, poſſeſſed the 
throne of Armenia for forty five years, viz. from 
the. year of our Lord 1224. He died in the 
year 1270, having towards the latter part of 
bis life entered himſelf into the order of the Friars 
Minor © or Franciſcans. He lived all along in 
cloſe union with. the church of Rome, and was 
well {kill'd in the Latis tongue for that age. He 
corrected his Armenian bibles by the vulgate Latin 
verſion, which he has fo exactly followed, that 
he tranſlated Jerom's prefaces and Prologus Galea- 
ius into the Armenian tongue, which prefaces 
are inſerted in La OO. edition of  Uſean, 


Ache de it ee not. in the more antient Armenian manu- 
ſexints appears from what the learned Sandius teſtifies, that in 
an Armenian copy above 40⁰ years old, ſhewn to him by the 
Armenian biſhop at Amft, this text was wanting, as he 
himſelf ſaw. ANN Sand. parades. P- 376. 
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Mr. 
and alſo in the Conſtantinopolitan edition of 1705. 
By means of this edition of Haithon all others were 
ſuppreſſed, ſo that whoever would find an accu- 
rate Armenian copy muſt go as far as Armenia to 
ſcarch for copies, which are older than the thir- 
teenth- century. Seeing therefore it is certain, 
that the Latin copies of that age had this verſe in 
the epiſtle of St. John, it is not to be wondered 
at, that being at this time tranſlated by Haitbon 
into his copies, it ſhould be conſtantly found in all 
the Armenian editions. . 
I might add a great deal more, but that I 
grow tired myſelf, and fear I ſhould be too te- 
dious to you alſo; therefore bid you farewel, 
and deſire the continuance of your friendſhip to 
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| Your affettionate 


M. V. La Croze. 


Auguſt 17, 1733. 
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DiscouRsE of the Ever- 5 
bleſſed Trinity in Unity; 


AND | 
His Examination of Dr. CLARKE's 
Scripture- Doctrine of the Trinity. 
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e ie Ariftoteles ait, nunquam nos verecundiores 
e debere, quam cum de Diis agi uanto 
— de Deorum Naturd diſputamus, 
ne quid temere, ne quid impudenter, aut * 
rantes affirmemus, aut ſcientes mentiamur ? ñÜœ 
S 7. c. 30. 
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Some general. Obſervations on the i Dales New 


INTROD UCTION: 


of ſo famed an author as Dr. Bennet; a book 
of ſo long expectation, and ſo. deliberate a 


T: would be ſomething: ſtrange, if this . 


birth; on ſo 11 
nilhy, and againſt fo celebrated a writer and emi- 
nent Divine as Dr. Clarke; ſhould paſs in the 
world without any notice. One great queſtion, 
1 find, has been, from which quarter an Anſwer 


would firſt come; whether from thoſe againſt 


whom, or from thoſe far zwhom tis pretended to 


be written, I who know not the intentions of 
any other in this matter, do adventure to give 


freely my on thoughts of his performance, 
which, I confeſs, contains in it ſomething new. 


For, tho the ſubjec of the Holy Trinity, and 


the Divinity of our bleſſed Saviour; has with ſuffi- 
cient boldneſs been teaz d and tortured by the 
ſchoolmen, and wrought into great variety of 
ine ſchemes; yet, it ſeems, ſomething has been 
left for the ſcholaftic g enius of Dr. Bennet to ſup- 


ply : and ſtill, I ee none of em all will 


ſatisfy; and no wonder ! For, 

Tho it may not be hard to underſtand what 
we find of theſe ſubjects in the Scriptures them- 
ſelves ; yer, when men think they muſt adjuſt the 
Scripture-accounts to obſcure eccigſiaſtical terms 
and phraſes, which lie very croſs thereto, this re- 
quires a buſy invention to find out, or handſomly 
to frame ſome ſcheme, that may at leaſt ſeem to 
take in both the Script ures, and the prevailing ec- 
olefiaſtical notions: and if theſe, can never kindly 
agree to the ſatisfaction of ſober Cbriſtiaus, then 


a tn tens Bo ſo on unto 


wenne; 


tant a ſubject as the Holy Tri- 


rr 
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wearineſs; till men can learn the wiſdom to be 
content with the plain antient creeds, and leave 
out all the modern inconſiſtent additions, that give 


i Cor. 1. a doctrine of great ſimplicity; but to the Greeks 
2334 


As Examination of © 


them ſo much trouble. EK 
Chriſtianity; or Chrift crucified, was owginally 


this was fooliſhneſs. Thoſe grand Sophifts and in- 


quiſitive di/puters of the age, required ſomething 
more profound and ſublime, fome towering ſpe- 


culations, and puzzling metaphyſics, with pom- 


pous words and dreſs, which might be above the 
_ vulgar underſtanding, and give the men of phi- 
| loſophy an opportunity to ſhew their diftinguiſh'd 


enius in unravelling and explaining them. But 
that Feſus of Nazareth, whom God anointed with 
the Holy Spirit, te go about to do good, was cru- 
cify*d for our fins, and roſe again; thro* whom we 
baue acceſs to the Father, by one Spirit : this was 
ſuch a plain unaffected narrative, that they could 


not eaſily make it ſerve their pride and vanity. 


This, alas is a Goſpel the Poor may underſtand ; 


and let them receive it! but the haughtineſs of 


the Philoſopher affected ſomething more ab ſtruſe 
and myſterious, 1 


So that it muſt be obſerv'd, the pride of reaſon, 


which hinder'd theſe men from believing in Chriſt, 


did not lie /o much in refuſing to ſubmit their 
faith to myſterious ſpeculations, which puzzled 
their reaſon ; as, on the contrary, in a proud aft- 
fectation of ſwelling words and philoſophic my- 
ſteries, and in not humbling their underſtandings 


to receive a plain Goſpel, and familiar doctrine * : 


which, 


Tenn they rejected the dare of the reſurrection of the 
dead; but find not, that this was ever imputed to the pride of 


reaſon, but *twas on another account, becauſe they judg'd the 


body to be fo baſe and vile, the priſon and puniſhment of the | 


mind, that it was unworthy of God to reſtore it again. 
The refurreFion was not unintelligible in the notion of it, 


(as bre perſons in one God, or one fingle He is) only the modus 
8 | 57 I : was 
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which, inſtead. of: ſubtle abſtracted peculatians, 

affords indeed a wonderful.myftery, but of practi- 

cal influence, to excite love, gratitude, and de- 

wut obedience, viz, a myſtery of the great loving- 

kindneſs of God, in not ſparing his own Son, and 

of the unſearchable riches of grace in Jeſus Chriſt, 1 
in humbling himſelf ſo low, in life and death, 
on ſo compaſſionate a deſign, as the ſalvation of 
miſerable ſinners: this is the myſtery the Apoſtles 
magnify and recommend to Chriſtians, which 
the Poor may underſtand and improve; and not a 
myſtery of unintelligible words, of philoſophical 
paradoxes; nor of eſſences, and conſubſtantial 
bypoſtaſes, circum-inceſſions and communication of 
idioms, &c. Too much of this came iri, when the 
pride of philoſophy made men aſham'd of the pri - 
mitive ſimplicity of the Goſpel. How far the 
Author of the ook I have under examination, has 
contributed his endeavour to recover this primitive 
limplicity, I leave the reader to judge: while yer 
| can truly eſteem, and reſpect him, for his valu- 
able abilities, for his induſtrious application of 
mind to an examination and inquiry into the im- 
portant matters of our Chriſtian religion ; and for 
divers other worthy qualities, ix. 

1. Particularly for his civility and candor to- 
wards his adverfary, whom he has oppoled in an 
amicable calm manner; not with rude reproaches, 
and perſecuting fury, but with a great deal of good 
temper, and gooa manners: and if a few ſmart 
cenſures are dropt, now and then, they are laid on 
viily and tenderly, as with a friendly hand. 

A U. | 
was ſo, which is no Chriſtian doctrine at all, (as Triniterians 
pretend their /unffencizs and proceſſion to be) but the hing it» 
fif was a plain familiar matter, and the meaning eaſy to bs 
underſtood, tho not how to be effected; the fac might ſeeꝶm 


Incredible, but the notion was not inconſiſtent nor contradite: .. 
tory : Beſides, this was not what they deſpiſed, as weakneſs 


and fook/oneſi, but Chriſt crucified. This is a ſufficient an- 
iwer to what Dr. Vaterland objects. Defence p. 325. T. E. 
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I know indeed he oppoſed one, whoſe great 
abilities, and well-known excellencies are ſuch, 


that no man, with any good grace, could have 


treated him with either anger or ſcorn : but ſtil 
[ believe better of Dr. Bennet*s diſpoſition, than 
to think he had any Inclination to it. 

2. For his reſolute contempt of thoſe fa//e to- 


; pics of perſuaſion, by which ignorant and dege- 


nerate minds are led captive into error, or lok 
the praiſe of it if it, ſhould be into truth; vn. 


all human deciſions by councils or churches autbo- 


rity, when their judgment is not agreeable to the 
holy Scriptures. In this cafe he has aſſerted the 


' true Chriſtian liberty of judging for himſelf, and 


oppoling others; and ſpeaks as if he had the 


courage and honeſty to oppoſe the moſt trium- 


phant errors of his age. He is ſo ſenſible of the 


attractive charms of truth, that let her / be called 


Sabellian or Socinian, or by any ugly name whiat- 
ever, it ſhall not affright him from being her open 
advocate. And indeed, Her price is far above that 
of rubies, and happy is the man, that findeth her. 

3. For his zealous profeſſion of integrity, ex- 
citing others to act honeſtly and openly, accord. 


ing to their judgments ;z and not to ule arts of 
_ diſguiſe and hypocriſy in ſacred matters; for fo] 


. underſtand him in thoſe excellent words, J/hat- 


ever little ends may be. ſerved inthis world by arti- 


fice, ſbift and collufi on; yet nothing, but the miſt 


unbiaſs'd integrity in our conduct here,. can n 


our everlaſting diſgrace hereafter. 


In theſe things I greatly praiſe him, as worthy 
of imitation. And if I cannot ſo much commend 
his notions, as worthy to be receiv*d by Chriſtians; 


J hope the following diſcourſe will evince that it is 


for this good reaſon, viz. That they are the reſult 
* W more chan of er 
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EXAMINATION 
3 Of the Reverend | 
Dr. Benver” s New Theory. 


15 2 four thing in relatiei: * * Bennet's 


. To ſhew what 1 texts of Scripture he n 
from that hard ſervice againſt the Arians and 
Socinians, which ſo many have long and un- 
juſtly preſs*d them into. 

II. To examine his new notion of the 8 
of the WORD, which he ſuppoſes to be diſ- 
tinct from Chriſt's rational Soul, and by which 
he thinks to anſwer ſome texts and arguments, 
which are urged againſt the ſupreme ſelf- exiſ- 

tent Deity of Jeſus Chrilt, -- 

III. To conſider the ſtrength of thoſe few re- 
maining texts, which he has reſerv'd as his 
only defence in this cauſe : to which I have 
added an Appendix concerning the Deity of 
the Holy Ghoſt. 

IV. To make ſome general olfrvations upon. his 

new Theory, and ſcheme of the Trinity in 


Unity, as > containing very great abſurdities. 
e CHAP. 


1. 


As Examination of 


» 5 ; Texts given up by the Doctor. : 


Begin with a brief repreſentation of thoſe 

texts and arguments -upon them, which the 
Doctor owns have no force in them to prove the 
ſupreme Deity of our Lord Jeſus Chriſt, after 
all the ſtir which ſome have made about them; 
Whilſt they have been afraid to part with any on 
argument, that has been urged in favour of orthi- 
doxy by their predeceſſors in controverſy. 

As for that remarkable text, Phil. 2. 6. Wh 
being in the form of God, thought it nat robbery t 
be equal with God; he ſpends his whole leventh 
chapter in an elaborate and judicious confutation 


of thoſe, who interpret this of Chriſt's divine 


nature; and frankly concludes, that S/. Paul 
zs ſo far from teaching (in this remarkable paſſage) 


| that the Divine Nature of our Lord Feſus Chrif 


is inferior to the very God, that he does not, 
therein, ſpeak one ſyllable of his Divine Nature, 
but only of his Human Nature. So that being in 
the form of God, and equal to God, he allows 


may and muſt agree to Chriſt's human nature 


only. 7 
| In the next chapter, he throws up, at once, 


all the arguments taken from the Goſpel- hiſtory 


of our Saviour's life, actions, and doctrine 
with a profeſſed deſign to prove this propoſition, 
viz. That during the time of our Saviour's ni. 


niſtry be Diſciples did not believe he was ai) 


thing more than à mere man, conducted and affijtti 
by the Spirit of God: and tells us, pag. 94. That 
as there is not in all the New Teſtament one paſ 
ſage, which - implies the Diſciples believed him it 
bave had any Divine Nature during his miniſtt) N 

| | es 0 
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Dr. BznnaT's New Theo 
tis very remarkable, (ſays the Doctor) that the 


fords no proof, nor even the ſmalleſt intimatian of 
his having any Divine Nature at all, viz. © 

1. Not his knowing the thoughts of mens 
bearts; and therefore he anſwers to ſuch texts, 
as John 2. 24,-25. Jabs 16. 3. and ſuch like ex- 
preſſions. ä 5 


raiſing the dead; ſince the Diſciples did the very 
ſame things in every kind; as he ſays pag. 101. 

3. Nor his taking on him to forgive ins, Mat. 
9. 2, 5. which he grants a mere man may do, if 
God pleaſes, whatever the Jews pretended againit 
i. | 

4. Nor his conferring on others a power to 
work miracles : Mat. 10.1. 

Next, he goes on to conſider what things our 
Lord ſaid of himſelf, which many take to be 
proofs of his Divine Nature given to his Diſci- 
ples; but indeed were not ſo, vixxg. 

1, Not his ſaying he came down from heaven. 

2. Nor his having glory with the Father before 
the world was, John 17. 8. t 

3. Nor his calling himſelf the ozly-begotten Son 


„„ 


of God, John 5. 16, 18. which he ſays did not 


diſcover that he had any Divine Nature at all, 
pag. 109. being only on the account of his being 
man, pag. 102. 1 2 


3 Nor his ſaying, T and my Father are one, 


John. 10. 30. the ſame phraſe expreſſing the 
union between Chriſt and his Diſciples. wy 
5. Nor in ſaying, As the Father knoweth me, 
ſo I know the Faber; John 10. 15. | 
6. Nor in thoſe words, obs 14. 7—11. He 
that hath. feen me, hath ſeen the Father. _ 


the Father doth, theſe alſo doth the Son. 
| U 3 8. Nor 
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whole courſe of our Saviour s wonder ful actions aj. 


2. Nor his miracles, caſting out | devils, and 


7. Nor in thoſe, Fobn g. 19. Whatſeever things | 


— 
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$. Nor in ſaying, he's greater than the Tam. 


ple, Mat. 12. 6. 
9. Nor that he was Lord of the ſabbath 


ver. 8. 


10. Nor in ſaying, he had ue in bimfelf, even 
as the Father bath ; John g. | 
11. Or that all things, 1155 ho Father hath, are 
John 1 
12. Nor in ſaying, _ he ſbould raiſe the dead 
at the day of judgment, John 6. 40, 
Of all theſe declarations the Doctor ſays, 
they might have been ſtrictly true, and might 
have been made by him, tho he had been no- 


thing more than a mere man, conducted and af: 


ſiſted by God's Spirit, p. 116. So that for any 
thing argued from theſe texts, the Doctor plain- 
ly implies, he might not have had any divine 
nature perſonally united to his manhood at all. 
In like manner he grants, that John 3. 31. 
where the Baptiſt ſays ot Jeſus, He is above all; 
and thoſe words, Job 1. 18. Tbbe only 5 egotten 
Son, oho is in the boſom of the Father ; and Toke, 
Fobn 5. 17. where he calls God, idiov TWaripe, 
(whence the Fews falſly inferred, that he made 
himſelf equal to God) are all applicable to his 
human nature, and ſo is the character of the 
image of God, and the firft-born of the creation, 
Col. x. 15. See pag..170. The fame he ſays pap, 
173. of thoſe expreſſions, the heir .of all things, 
the brightneſs of bis Father*s glory, and the ex- 
464 image of Bis perſon, or ſubſtance ; Heb. ' 


"Of all Chriſt's declarations during his miniſtry, : 
the Doctor reſerves to himſelf only theſe three 
texts, Jobn 5.22, 23. forotelling, he ſays, his 
receiving of religious worſhip ; Mat. 16. 20. — C1 
5 his * oe wy e om Bis . | 
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fon : ang laſtly, John 14. 13, 14. afſuring them 

he would anſwer their prayers, He grants that 

cheſe (and perhaps there may be others ſuch) did 

hunt and amply our Lord s having a divine na- 
ture; but then it is becauſe he ſuppoſes this my- 

ſtery revealed to us other ways: and ſo the 
meaning of thoſe Fer —. becomes clear to 
them, who believe it before- hand, for other 
reaſons, and bring that pre- conceiv d meaning 

with them to the text. But he does not think 

the Diſciples took the afore/aid hints. Nay, on 
the contrary, he ſays, our Lord's having a divine P. 117. 
nature, was what they leaſt ſuſpetted, and rH P. 1 58 
have been moſt ſhock*d at. 

I may add ſeveral other common topics STAY 
he recedes from, viz, from Chrifi”s raiſing him- 
ſelf when dead, which. he allows to be done by 
the human Soul, pag. 149. So from his judging 
the world, which the Diſciples knew of, and yet 
little thought of his having any divine nature, - 
pag. 155. and from his being an Object of reli- 
gious worſhip, pag. 29. and laſtly, from the form 
of baptiſm, where the Son betokens che ſays p. 

211.) the man Chriſt. And now from . hence 1 
only infer two things: 

(1.) That without believing or fulpeting any 
divine nature in the Lord Jeſus Chriſt we may 
have ſuch a faith as was acceptable in the Dil- . 
ciples, even ſuch faith as that for which our Sa- 
viour pronounced St. Peter bleſſed, telling him Mat. 16. 
he had that right knowledge of him the Son, 
which feſb and blood had not reveal d, but was 
the particular favour of Gd to him; and that 
unleſs we have higher and clearer dads of his 
having à divine nature, - than they, who knew 
him and converſed ſo long and intimately with 
him, then had, we nare a8 exculable | in not be- 
living it, as they were. © 

94 620 1 
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_ » (2,)I infer, that tis not the baptiſmal- Creed or 
Trinity, that the Doctor contends for againſt Dr. 
Clarke, or others; for he acknowledges with them, 
that in the form of baptiſm, (viz. into the name 
of the Father, Son, and Holy Spirit) the Father, 
or firſt of that Trinity, implies all that is the one 
P. 211. ſelf-exiſtent God, (who is uſually ſtyled 25e Fa- 
ther, and never is ſaid to be the Father of the 
Mord, or of any perſon in the divine Nature; 
that the Son betokens the Man Chrift, a being 
diſtin from the very God: and that thus the 
Father, and the Son, ſignify thro the whole Go- 
ſpel. I ſee then no diſagreement in the Doctor 
with Arians, at leaſt not with Socinians; their 
 baptiſmal Trinity (which our Creeds are built up- 
on) and his, is juſt the ſame ; he indeed imagines 
another interior Trinity in the Father, or Firſt of 
this Trinity; and may, if he pleaſcs, another, 
in the firſt of that again, and ſo have a Trinity 
of Trinities : but the Father, Son, and Holy Ghoſt, 
into. which Trinity we are baptized, are, I find, 
not the matter of diſpute with him; and yet] 
dare ſay, moſt people thought the controverſy 
lay there; and that if there be another Trinity 
in the Father, and if the Vord be one in it, yet 
we are not baptized into that interior Trinity, 
ſince no notice is taken of it there. And as the 
honeſt Chriſtian may be eaſy and glad to find this 
point agreed, ſo I preſume, that as the Doctor 
_ hath granted his adverſaries this haptiſmal Trinity, 
they, in return, ſhall not oppoſe his philoſophi- 
cal Trinity of modes, or powers, and operations, 
in the Father, if he will not impoſe jt on them 
as the Scripture-Trinity. Let me then beſpeak 
both ſides in Moſes's courteous words, Ye are bre- 
thren, why do ye wrong one to another ? 
Let none think I intend, by this enumeration 
of the texts by him freely ſurrender'd " the 
| & PO adver- 
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dverſaries, in the leaſt to upbraid him with an 
dee Man the Trine cauſe; for era 

ever be the real conſequence, I am well fatisfy*d 

of his hearty zeal to defend it: but he has too 9 

much ſagacity to be impoſed on by texts unnatu- 0 
nally apply d to the proof of Chriſt's ſupreme 7 

Deity, which he judges will prove juſt the con- je 

trary; and was conſtrained to throw them up, 

and glad to get rid of them, by interpreting 

them of Chriſt's human pre-exiſting ſoul : tho 1 

remember, the late Dr. Sherlock (writing againſt 

the late Biſhop of Glourefter, who had made the 

like interpretation) ſays, he had given away mof 

of the principal proofs of our Saviour's Deity. . 


S 
The new notion of the quieſcence of the Word 
| examin d. PRE, 92 


Y A M next to examine the Poctor's new no- 
tion of the quieſcence of the WOR D, Cb. 9. 
by which he thinks to anſwer ſome texts and 
arguments, which are urged againſt the ſupreme 
Neity of our Lord Jeſus Chriſt, and without 
which he acknowledges they cannot be anſwered ; 
and infinuates this for a proof of the truth of his 
notion, pag. 128. | : 
His notion of the quieſcente of the WORD 
is this, That the Werd (tho perſonally united to P. 125. 
the man Chriſt Jeſus) did not communicate any 
extraordinary influence io bim, more than to other 
mortals; i. e. no more than if there had been 9 
ſuch union at all: infomych, that none of his 
Diſciples could perceive any ſign of ſuch a per- 
ſonal union, from any thing he did or ſaid, * 
ing his whole miniſtry, till after his reſurrection; 
but that he was wholly under the conduct = ins 
25 OO y 
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, judgment : and indeed againſt all the g 


Holy Spirit. By this he hopes to defend him. 
ſelf againſt ſome texts urged by his advenſaries, 


particularly that of the Son's nat knowing the 


day 
prejudices, that muſt needs be raiſed againſt the 
doctrine of our Lord's ſupreme Deity from the 
non- appearance, or no evidence of it, in the 
whole courſe of his life and doctrine. To this 
he anſwers, true; but tho his divine nature did 
not appear, yet it was united to him, only it lay 


as ſtill and ſilent as if not ſo: and becauſe his 
oppoſers will ſay, this is but a pretence, and 


that if there was ſuch an union, it would not be 


without ſome ſuitable effects, or to no purpoſe; 
therefore he labours to conſtrain them too, on 


their own principles, to admit this quieſcence of 


the Pord, in their notion of. it. | 

In the firſt place he takes it for a certain truth, 
that our Lord Jeſus had two intelligent natures 
in him united to his body, otherwiſe, if there 


be but one, he has proved that cannot be the 


| ſeIf-exiſtent God, but pre-exiſtent Soul. He 


WORD tobe the Soul of Chriſt, or t 


knows this touches not at all the Socinians, Who 


aſſert but one intelligent Being in our Savigur”s 


perſon ; nor much thoſe Arians, who ſuppoſe the 

O RI | + Soul 
to be the Word: nor do I find that Dr. Clarke 
has ever ſaid, they are two diſtinct Beings, tho 
he would fain urge it upon him, as well as on 


the Arians, that they mult grant it (as a conſe- 


or Word) that it cannot be the Soul of the Man | 


- Chriſt Jeſus, if he was a man in ſuch ſenſe as 


other. men are. But without inquiry into the 
philoſophical notion of a man, whether any ra- 
tional ſpirit united and limited to, and ſympa- 
thizing with ſuch an organized body as ours, —— 7 

"RF Kn becochr 4.4040, r be of angrbet pre 
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| think = way of reaſoning does not make out 
the conſequence pretended in his third chapier. 
For as the Doctor cannot prove againſt em. by 
any direct teſtimony, that the Mord and rational 
Soul are two; any moxe than 8 Jaeſus and Chriſt 
denote two perſons; ſo neither does his reaſon- 
ing extort an acknowledgment of it from check 
ſelves, as he imagines. 
His main, if not his whole argument for a 
is, That Dr. larke, and alſo the Ariaus, mos 
the Word to be ſuperior to all created Beings. 
whatever, and that all were made by bim; —1 
they call it a divine nature. But what then? Is 
— Man Chrift Jeſus, according to the Doc- 
tor's own aſſertions, ſuperior to all created beings 
whatever, having all power in heaven and earth 
given to him? Does he not tell us, That the P. 171. 
Man Chriſt Jeſus is the firf-born of all the tre- 
ation ? 1. Becauſe his Soul was —— before all | 
= creatures. 2. Becauſe be is now „ 
fron of the Jus primageniti (or right of primoge- 
niture) which the divine nature is incapable of re- 
ceiuing, Being be gavernar of | all created beings, . 
and God's vicegerent ; and that che ꝛubole creation 17 73. 
is at his command. Theſe things, he fays, muſt, . 
or moſt fairly may be underſtacd of bis human na- 
ture ouly; with many more ſuch high characters 
1 the Man. (or human Soul of) Chriſt. Now 
[ appeal to anyone: if this be not as high and 
lofty as any thing {aid by the Arions of the Worg;, 
at leaſt that need be be ſaid by 9 Jer in maintenance 
of their A They on't make him i in 
power and hongur ſuperior to all creatures, in a 
— 1 degree + tg" the Doctor makes Chriſt's 
human Soul now, £9 be ; and therefore itis no 
argument again 2 2 being a ſpirit of the 1 4 
ſame — in that he was thus ſuperior, as one 
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of the ſame kind now is. That mind which has 
ſuch tranſcendent glories now, ſurely was natu- 
rally as capable of great glory before : and he 
who is now God's Miniſter - (or Vicegerent, as 
he often terms the man Chriſt Jeſus) in govern- 
ing and judging the whole creation, was as capa- 
ble, for ought that he has ſaid, to be a ſubordi- 
nate miniſter in the formation of it, And that 
human -foul (rather mind) which, in its ſepara- 
tion from the body of Chriſt, he grants, might 


ve endued (pag. 149.) with a miraculous power 


John. 1. 3. 


2 See Vol. I. p. 199. | 


of raifing himſelf from the dead, as well as he 
had before raiſed others, might, I conceive, by 
the like divine power, raiſe the firſt Adam out of 
the duſt alfo into life: And, I think, to give 
life 1s the nobleſt f wh of the creation. 'But yet 
neither this nor the other does neceffarily give 
one the dominion, or make him God, over them, 
whom he has miniſterially raiſed, ſince the Apo- 
ſtles were without this dominion. th: 
The Doctor indeed pretends the Word, or 
the rational Spirit, thro which, according to his 
oppoſers, all things were formed, muſt be eſſen- 
lially ſuperior to all; and that the power and 
wiſdom manifeſted in the creation, muſt be % 
ſential to the Great Architect of the univerſe. To 
which I anſwer, moſt certainly infinite power and 
wiſdom are eſſential to the Great Archite#, and 


 Maſter-Builder, or Creator of the world; even 


to the God and Father of our. Lord Jeſus, and 
of all things elſe. But as I know not, that ei- 
ther Arians, or any primitive Chriſtian writers, 
ever adventured to give the character of THE. 
GREAT ARCHITECT of the univerſe to Jeſus 
Chriſt *, chuſing rather, with the ſacred writings, 
to ſay in ſofter language, that /þro bim 9 502 


God created all things *®, reſerving the ad/o- 
lute title of The Creator of the Univerſe to ano- 
ther, viz. the God and Father of the Ford: ſo 
I ſee not, that the eſſential native power either of 
miracles, or creation, (which are much the ſame) 
is at all requiſite in ſuch ſubordinate miniſters, who 
do all by a communicated power from him who 
acts by them. Tis enough that this fulneſs is in 

* 'This Dr. Waterland, Def. p. 188: very unjuſtly and 
2 22 calls 3 ee b itn ; 

, not conſiantly 0 ” 
all d Eb 1 le f. 5. Fro 
to the contrary, whereas in none of thoſe places are all things 


ſaid to be created ir aui by him, as the efficient cauſe, but 


all, except the laſt, are expreſly in the language mentioned 
by our author # or di a, through him, as the inſtrumental 
cauſe, And as to Heb. 1. 10. the or has not been able to 


prove it 2 of Chriſt at all, altho he well knew that our 
as 


Author (as well as ſeveral others) underſtand it of God the Fa- 
ther according to the original meaning in Fſalm 102. from 


whence it is quoted. See this Tract cap. 3. ſab fine. There 


was no ground therefore for that reflexion on our Author, 
Def. p. 187. That he had expreſſed himſelf in fuch a manner, 
«; may deceive ignorant and unwary readers. This reflexion 
may with much more juſtice be retorted on himſelf, when he 
lays, * A man muſt be a very ſtranger to the Antients, who 
can make any gueſfion whether they attributed the work 
** of creation to the Son, at nuch as to the Father. True 


indeed fo he muſt, if he does not know, that they angueſtiona- 


6iy made a mighty difference between them. Nay the Doctor 
himſelf was ſo aware of it, that he is forced to ſay and unſay, 
They aſcribed it egua/ly, ſays he, to both, only with hi: 
* difference, that for the greater majeſty and dignity of the 
* Father, as the firſt perſon, they ſuppoſed him to iflue out 
orders, or to give his fat for the Creation, and the Son to 
execute? That is, they aſcribed it equally to both, only 
made a great difference between them, in aſcribing greater 
majeſty and dignity to the Father, who commanded and iſſued 
out orders, than they did to the Son, who executed thoſe 
commands in obedience to the Father. Hence, ſays the Doctor. 
the Father is repreſented as primarily, eminently, and em- 
** phatically THE Mak zx of heaven and earth, ſo as that the 
Son did not make the worlds by rhe Father, but the Father 
* by bim. See Serm. p. 111. Def. p. 183. 184. 
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is welb ſupply d with derived. ſtreams. No More, 


ut ſhort, needs be eſſential to him, y whom God 
n pleaſes to form and frame all, than to that hu- 

man Soul, 35 which, as the Doctor grants, he 
— all. So that the ſuperiority of the Word, 
to all created beings, hinders not its being the 


Soul of Chriſt; which for its immediate pro- 


duction, and the honour of being the firſt-born 
of the Creation, and for the dignity and autho- 
rity conferred by God, has been ſtyled God, and a 
divine nature, by them who believe him not to 
be the felf-exiſtent independent God, as the Doe- 
tor profeſſes his belief to be. 

But the Doctor further argues, on " the other 
hand, againſt the Yord's being the Soul of Chriſt, 
from the miſeries and temptations he felt, which 
he thinks, the Word, under ſuch high characters, 


could nor poſſibly be ſubject to. If the fuperior 


excellencies of the Word don't make it impoſſi- 
ble to be Chriſt's Soul, he will have the imbe- 
cillities and troubles of that Soul render it incon- 
ſiſtent with being the Word; ſo that both ſhall 
not be one and the ſame mind. He ſays, The 


mater and former of all things, who is eſſentially 


ſuperior to all created beings, could not be tempted, 


Kc. But this being grounded on the fame mil- 


take of a neceſſary eflential ſuperiority ſuppoſed; 
has its anſwer in what I have already ſaid, and 
may be further confidered when I come to meet 
the ſame as urged again for an argument of his 
quieſcence of the Word : for as he thinks the Logos 
cannot be Chrift's rational Soul; he thinks allo, 


that without its ceflation, and quieſcence during 


his miniſtry, its union to ſuch an afflicted Soul, 
as Chriſt's oft was, is inconſiſtent; And there- 


fore having laboured firſt to prove a ſelf· exiſtent 


divine 


Ne 
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divine Word (diſtinct from the human Soul) u- 
nited to our Lord Chriſt, he labours as much, 
in the next place, to prove, that there was no 
fign or token of his having any ſuch thing, not 

any uſe for it during his miniſtry; which I am 
next to conſider. ee . 
That there was no appearance of any ſuch 
felf-exiſtent ſupreme nature perſonally united to 

him, or fuch a Word, is readily granted without 
proving itz but that it was quieſcent in him, will 

be deny d by thoſe, who hold there was no fuch 
thing, and that therefore there could be no juſt 
figns of it And for the Logos, in the ſenſe of 
Dr. Clarke, and others, (who, for ought I ſee, 
take it for the Soul of. Chrift) the Doctor will 
not pretend, nor need, that this ſhould be qui- 
eſcent. So that till he can, by good arguments, 
conſtrain them to yield that the Ford, and ra- 
tional Soul of Chriſt, are not the ſame, but wv 
different minds; there is no occaſion to diſpute 
about this quieſcence of nothing. ; 

But becauſe the granting the quieſcence of the 
Mord, while the rational Soul in Chriſt did not 
quieſce, would carry with it a conceſſion, that it 
was not Chriſt's rational Soul, but a diftin& 
mind; for this reaſon he endeavours to perſuade 

us, that both Dr. Clarke, and alſo the Arians, 

muſt on their own principles grant, that the | 
Mord, in their ſenſe of it, was, at leaſt ſome-P. 128: 
times, quieſcent during bis minifiry, viz. when MW 

under temptation by the Devil, and under his £ i 


agonies: becauſe, ſays he, no temptation could | ; 
affect him; and no agony be upon bim; if the | 


Word, ſo powerful and excellent an agent, did 
exert and communicate its mighty influences. 
To this it may be reply'd, that the Doctor hase 
nwo right apprehenſion of the humiliation and in- 
carnation, of the Lagos, according to his oppoſers 


4 
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ſentiments; for they think the Word really emp. 
| tied itſelf, and became like the rational ſoul of 
another man, which 1s limited by the bodily or- 
s, and is in a manner dormant in infancy 
or by the ſettled laws of nature, it exerts not 
then its nobleſt powers : Man is at firſt but bare- 
ly animal, and gradually thoſe powers, and la- 
| tent faculues, diſcover themſelves according as 
= the organs admit; and probably never diſplay 
| themſelves in all their full ſtrength, in this groſs 
FT and feculent body; not till it be ſpiritualiz*d and 
= refin'd at the reſurrection. Now according to 
this opinion of the Ford (which alſo makes our 
Saviour's humiliation very aſtoniſhing and en- 
dearing, and which is the true and great myſtery 
1 Tim. 3. of godlineſs that was manifeſt * in the fleſh) t will 
16. be eaſy for them to admit the Word to be for a 
| while deprived of its former extraordinary abili- 
| ties, and in reality to become ſubject to ſore 


temptations, and great afflictions : Alfo to grow 
in wiſdom as others do; tho at the ſame time it 
did conduct his actions, and ſomething very ex- 
traordinary too appear d in him at twelve years 
of age, even before his great unction with the 
| Holy Spirit, when he reaſoned ſo wonderfully 
With the Fewiſh Doctors ſo that it acted as the 
bodily organs admitted. | _ 3 5 
But the Doctor's ſelf. exiſtent ſupreme God, 
(which is the Word in his ſenſe) will not be ſup- 
poſed capable of ſuch abaſement. Can the Al- 
mighty Jebovab be brought low, or deny him- 
ſelf? Can his eternal perfections be confined ? 
or his infinite mind lock'd up within narrow or- 
gans? or be tempted or afflited ? No: and there- 
The they who might admit ſome guieſcence (in 
ſome kind and meaſure) upon the Arian princi- 
Et fucet et later, ſeen darkly, or appear'd, cho in a mean 
dreſs, whos glory — folendour, 1 n 12. T. E. 


* 
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ples, will ſtill be as far as ever from granting it 


upon bis. Nor is it harder to conceive the Word 
to be thus reduced, than the Doctor s allowed pre- 
exiſtent ſoul of Chriſt to be lo. 

He might as well argue from the quieſcence of 
that noble pre-exiſtent ſoul, which he allows had 


lo often per ſonated the Almighty, and had conduct- 


ed his people Iſael; and yet, after all that vaſt 
wiſdom and experience which this ſuppoſes, he 
muſt grant, became as. the ſouls of other infants ; 
and increaſed in the common wiſdom of men, 
and became ſubject to ordinary infirmities. Let 
him apply this to the Y/ord in the ſenſe of his 
oppoſers, and then ſee what advantage he can 
make of it, in favour of his guieſcence of the 
ſupreme God (as he ſuppoſes) who is not ſubject 
to ſuch paſſions, or reſtraint. 

I grant this hinders not, but the Almighty 
may dwell in ſilence, and manifeſt himſelf more 


or leſs as he pleaſes, as he did in Prophets and 
Apoſtles at different ſcaſons; but that in a per- 


ſcual union to the man Chriſt Jeſus, he ſhould, 
in ſo many, years, give nut one mark of it, is 


what the Doctor muſt prove for himſelf; for his 


oppoſers have no occaſion for his kind help in 
this matter, and can do without it, if he cannot. 
That the Word, in the Arian notion, ſhould be 


ſometimes quieſcent in ſome degree for a while, 


and not exert its powers by external diſtinguiſh- 


ing tokens, is no wonder: for the human ſoul of 


Chriſt was ſo quieſcent, whenever our Lord Jeſus 
ſlept, till he awoke again; and ſo it is with other 
men. But what is this to a conſtant quieſcence, 
which alone will do the Doctor any ſervice ? Nay, 


even the human ſoul of Jeſus did acquieſce in his 52 


 agonies, ſo far as not to exert all it could for pre- 


_ venting his death; ſince he ſays, he cauld pray to Mat. 26. 
his Father, and have- Angels enough ſent in bis 53. 


aid.; and ſhewed, when the officers came to bim. 
Vol. II. a 9 = 


my 
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that he could have confounded and difarm'y 
them. He had then ſome form of God, a god. 
like majeſty and authority, which yet he wouk 
not uſe, but laid by, and calmly ſuffer'd the 
death of a ſave, and fo took the form of a ſervant 
But ſome quieſcence, at particular times, is not 
like a perpetual ceſſation, which never affords one 
proof of the being of that thing which js ſuppoſed 
ro be quieſcent. And yet this is all the quiefcence 
which Irenæus mentions in the Doctor's citation 
out of him, viz, That he ſubmitted to be temp- 


ted, to die, and did not oppoſe his power to 


prevent the trial: but he was far from ſaying the 
Word was ſilent at other times, viz. in his mira. 
cles and diſcourſes; nay, rather on the contrary, 
the ceſſation or quieſcence on thoſe particular oc- 
caſions, implies, That the Word was not fo uſual- 


ly, or at other times; much leſs at all times, in 
that Father's opinion. Fad 


I will not urge the Doctor with teſtimonies of 
primitive Chriſtian writers, which method he 


chuſes to decline; yet fince he relies upon Irenæus, 
it will be but reaſonable to let him and other; 


- know, that he was not of his opinion touching 


the Word for he ſuppoſes the Logos to be paſiible, 
in oppoſition to the Cerintbians, in the chapter 


hence this citation is taken; and expreſly lays, 


L.. 1. C4 


Ale Lrabe, the Word of God was made fleſh, 


and ſuffered; and calls him, patiens Verbum, the 


L. 3. c 20. 


ſuffering Word of God. So that he neither thought 
the Word to be the impaſſible ſelf- exiſtent God, as 
the Doctor does; nor that he was wholly: quie/ 


cent, as to the bearing thoſe afliftions, which 
yet he did ſo far acquieſce in, as not to prevent 


their coming on him, or to be a real temptation, 
and to afflict him ſorely. _ 5 
If the Logos (or divine Son) was not paſſible, why 


were the Sabellians call'd Patripaſſians for holding 


names? If there were uo paſſion either in the Far 


the Father and Son to be the ſame being under two 


ther, 
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ther, or Logos (or Son) if it was no more, than a 
bare dwelling and operating in the fleſh, which did 
ſuffer, how did the Word or Sor endure more than 
the Father, ſince the Father did /o dwell and o- 
perate, Fobn 14. 10? Why was it not as ſcanda- 
ous, and as falſe to aſſert the paſſion of the San. 


as of the Father, if they were both equal ? Surely 
the truth was, that the Word or Som had a real 


ſympathy and painful feeling with the fleſh, which 


vas not to be faid of the impeſhible Almighty Father. 
Having clear'd the way fo far, I will next ſug- 


zeſt ſome ſtrong; preſumptions againſt his hyporbe- 


ſis of the Mord's quieſcence. 1 | 
Erg, There is not the leaſt hint of any ſuch 


thing in the Goſpel-hiſtory of Chriſt to found it 


upon. Tho the Goſpels were written many years 


alter Chriſt's aſcenſion, and after the diſciples 
ze ſuppoſed to have b:en informed of this new and 


unſuſpected myſtery; yet they have not dropt 


one word of ſuch a quieſcence of the Divine Na- 


ture, nor made any apology for Chriſt's not ap- 
pearing to be what they ſince found he was; nor 


made any reflexions upon their own ignorance 


or miſtake, as in other caſes they did. Tis 
ſtrange that St. Jabn (whole expreſſion, he Word 


was God, is in a manner the whole foundation of 


the Doctor's opinion, as to Chriſt's ſupreme 
Deity) ſhould not ſay; ſomething, why or how 
this had been purpoſely hid from men during 
Chriſt's abode in the fleſh : nay, which is more, 
St. John takes notice of the quieſcence, or undif- 
cover'd fecrecy of the Word, before his incarna- 
tion, even according to the Doctor's account, 
in thoſe words, And the Mord was with God; 
Tis ſtrange; I ſay, he ſhould not carry it far- 
ther „and fay ſomething. to his lying hid too in 
lis life! And, which yet prefles harder, the 
Doctor tells us, thoſe words, The Word was with 


Cod, are oppoſed to his manifeſtation, when the P. 189. 
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Word was made fleſh, and dwelt among us; and 
that the Word was with God, till the time when 
God was manifeſt in the fleſh. It ſeems then, he 
was not hid with God any longer; it was. no 
longer a ſecret ; but the Ford was plainly diſco. 
vered, when once he took fleſh and converſed 
with men. And if ſo, then the diſciples were 
not ſo ignorant of the Word's perſonal union to 
the fleſh or body of Chriſt ; for it was now with 
them, which formerly had been with God alone; 
the hidden ſecret condition of the Word was over: 
and therefore St. John might well ſay nothing of 
the Doctor's quieſcence of the Word, when he 
had told us, he was manifeſted, and hey beheld 
his Glory; which yet he could hardly but have 
ſpoken of, if otherwiſe. _ p 

| Secondly, Tis ſtrange, the Apoſtles, in their 
epiſtles, ſhould not take ſome notice of this ſur- 
prizing diſcovery, newly made to them, that 
Feſus Chriſt was quite another perſon than they 
had ever thought him to be ; and he, whom they 
always had taken for a mere man, aided by God, 
by later information ſince receiv'd, they under- 
ſtood was the felf-exiſtent God : They knew 
there was reaſon doubly to inculcate ſuch an im- 
portant point, and the more, becauſe it was what 
had never been ſuſpected by Chriſt's followers, 
who had never, from himfelf, had the leaſt inti- 
mation of it, and would, as the Doctor ſays, have 
been much Hoch d at it. But is there any notice 
of this great change in their opinion? They tell 


Acts 3 17.Us, The princes of this world knew him not; but 


do they ever complain of their own great mil- 
take ? They tell us often how different and more 


Phil. 2. 9, glorious an eſtate he was advanced to by his exal- 


tation, in large expreſſions z but not one word what 
a much greater difference they had learred from 
his being in perſonal union with the Almigh * a 

n | | | The 


* —__ * £ FFT 
- "IJ * 9 NR 


The Doctor ſays, He preſumes our Lord did then 
(1. e. at Aa meeting with the diſciples after the re- 


ſurrection) reveal 10 them bis divine nature. So 
that he is not certain, this article of Chrift*s ſu- 
preme Deity is any part of that Goſpel, which 
was firſt preached by our Lord, and afterwards con- 


frmed by them who heard him ; but however he 


reſumes it, and is confident it was either by his 


wn diſcourſes after the reſurrection, or elſe by the 


miraculous effuſion of the Spirit at the day of Pen-P. 125. 


lecoſt, that this doctrine was imparted to them. 


But, ſince we have ſome account of both, let 


us ſee if there be any notice of ſuch a new diſce- 


very in either; the Evangeliſt tells us what Chriſt 


diſcourſed of to his diſciples after the ręſurrection, 
Luke 24. 27. But is there a word of this new 
and ſurprizing account of his divine perſon ? In 
that chapter, excuſe is made for them who knew 


not his bodily form, that their eyes were held; 


but is there any for the darkneſs of their minds, 


that they had not known him to be the ſelf-exiſtenc 


God before? Is there any thing intimated of their 
changing their minds about his perſon, in this 


amazing, point ? 


The ſame Evangeliſt tells us what was preach- 


ed on the day of Pentecoſt, at the firſt effuſion 
of the Spirit, by St. Peter; *twas this, Feſus of 


Nazareth, a man approved of God by figus and Acts 2. 22. 
wonders which God did by him. Is this any higher 
- account of Chriſt's perſon, than they had learned 
before? One would think, that having juſt now. 


received that new and amazing diſcovery of 
Chriſt's being the ſelf-exiſtent God, the Apoſtle 


would have been full of it, at leaſt not have left 
it out in his devout and juſt encomium of his ſacred 
Lord and Maſter. St. Peter ſeems to have learn'd. 
nothing new of Chriſt's perſon, or more than 
„„ X 3 appearid 
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M. 16. appeared i in his old confeſſion, Thou art the Chri 
the Son of the living God. Nor do any of the 
Apoſtles take any — of this great a teration 

of the Chriſtian faith in this point | 

I know of no other writings that pretend to 
give any account of our 's diſcourſes after 
his reſurrection, unleſs it be the Apoftolical confti: 
zutions; and theſe are fo very contrary to the 
Dottor's notion of the ſelf-exiſtent Word, that I 

| cannot ſuppoſe he will appeal to them. 
n Thirdly, How can this perſonal union conſiſt 
DK with this pretended quieſcence, which he ſup- 
poſes was total? What does the Doctor mean by 
union? What is the perſonal union, but a near 
relation and preſence of the Divine nature to- 
the human, in order to ſpecial operation upon, 
and by it? And where there is no ſuch opera- 
tion, what is the union? I think he will grant, 
as all men, I conceive, do grant, that the per- 
{anal union is diſſolved between man's ſoul and 
body, when the ſoul ceaſes, at death, to act i in, 
and by the body; tho a ſort of ineffectual relation 
may remain between the two natures ſtill : and 
will not his quieſcence of the Word, for ſo many 
years, equally imply ſuch a diſſolution of the per- 
ſonal union, if there had been ſuch, between a 
divine and human nature, in Jeſus Chriſt? Other- 
wiſe I want to know what he means by perſonal 
union. Hence, 

Fourthly, Tis a great objection againſt his 
quieſcent Word, that Jeſus Chriſt himſelf gives 
us not any account of there being any ſuch perſon 

in the divine ſelf.exiſtent nature, or any ſuch 
Mord, (name or thing) more than was manifeſt 
in bimſelf. The Father, and the Spirit too, are 
oft mentionꝰd by him; how is it then that he 
never mentions any Word or ſecond perſon (which 
was * as the Doctor grants, ſuſpected N 


i 
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be himſelf) on any account? He might ſurely 
have ſpoken of the Almighty Word, and let his 


Diſciples know there was ſuch a perſon, and their 
duty to him, without ſaying any thing of the 
perſona] union to him; nay, ſince the operation 
and aſſiſtances of the Father and Spirit do not 
rove ſuch an union of them to himſelf, why 
might not the Vord ſometimes have been parti- 
cularly owned, and ſome things aſcribed-to him 
by Jeſus Chriſt, which yet would have given no 


more ſuſpicion of his being the Word, than of 


his being the Holy Spirit? But that it ſhould al- 
ways be declared, that he wrought by the Spirit 
of Cod; and that the Father dwelt in him, and 


did his works, and the like; and never once, that 


the Word (who was not thought, as he ſuppoſes, 
to be hißzſelf) aſſiſted him, mult ſeem very 
ſtrange. Why his agency in common ſhould be 
paſſed by, the Doctor gives no account, nor ſo 
much as preſumes any; tho, he is not the back- 
wardeſt, nor moſt barren in ſpeculations, as his 


New Theory of the Trinity has convinced the 


world. So that it is plain, his quieſcence of the 
Word was not at all needful for concealment of 
the perſonal union; but was altogether as great, 


as even the Arians or Socinians would need, on 


the ſuppoſition that there is no ſuch - perſon at all 
in the ſelf-exiſtent God; and who therefore ſay, 


it is no wonder there were no marks of it in the 
life or doctrine of the bleſſed Jeſus. 


Fifthly, I can't ſee, upon the Doctor's hypo- 


theſis, any ground left to aſſert any incarnation, 


or union of the Vord to the buman Nature, ſo 
early as Chriſt's birth: then indeed the pre- ex- 
iſtent ſoul was embodied, as other mens, and 
ſoon manifeſted itſelf in the natural ſeaſon. But 
what reaſon has he to ſay the divine Word, an- 
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1 remember not any countenance the an is 
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pretended to give in this caſe ; it ſays, the Word 
was made fleſh; but when? If it does not ſay, 
at his birth or conception, and if there, appeared 
no good ſign of it in all his life, then why might 
it not be afterwards, and not till his reſurrection? 
when he was begotten from the dead; and it was 
ſaid, this day have 1 begotten thee, by Almighty 
God. I can't but think this would mend the 
Doctor's ſcheme, and ſave him the labour of 
making out his guie/cence of the Word; by ſaying, 
our Lord Jeſus had been only a man in his life- 
time on earth, but became the ſelf- exiſtent God 
afterwards; ſince it is not til then that he finds 
any proof of his perſonal union. 

Sixthly, I ſee not by any thing in his account 
but that the Vord is quieſcent ſtill, it was ſo 
during Chriſt's miniſtry. For what manifeſta- 
tion has there been of a divine Word or Nature 
in our Saviour, which may give us a clearer 
diſcovery of its perſonal union to his fleſh, ſince 
the reſurrection, than before ? What new proofs 
(waving a while the ſenſe of that expreſſion, the 
Word was God) can the Doctor alledge in fact, 
to ſhew this hidden divine Word has ſince ſhone 
forth in fuller evidence? True indeed, Chriſt 
roſe from the dead, and aſcended on high; and 
tent forth the ſpirit in miraculous gifts; but 
what then? Did not the diſciples hear him fore- 
tell theſe things, and yet not ſuſpect his divine 
nature at all ? And why ſhall the raiſing himſelf 
from the grave, be a proof (as he ſuppoſes) of 
his being the ſupreme God, to Thomas, who had, 
without ſuſpicion of this, ſeen him raiſe Lazarus, 
who had been longer dead ? and which the Doc- 
tor equals to his raiſing himſelf, As for his 
lending the Holy Ghoſt in miraculous” gifts, he 
had cas given his — a * of 

at, | 


Dr. BznneT's New Theory, 329 
that, and exerciſed it himſelf often : and the 
Doctor aſcribes this effuſion of the Spirit to the 
man Chriſt Jeſus, telling us, That he man Chriſt p. 205. 
Feſus diſpoſes of theſe influences of the Spirit, as alſo. 
the Apoſtles did. And ſince he tells us, that he P. 155. 
conſtantly declared to bis diſciples, that the man 
Chriſt Jeſus ſhould judge us at the great day, and 
yet they little thought of his having a divine na- 
ture; I cannot imagine what evidence, from any 
fact, there is to this day, of his having any di- 
vine nature in him, which was never diſcove- 
red during his miniſtry on earth. And if it 
be ſtill quieſcent, for what end will the Doctor 
ſay the perſonal union ſerves? | 

Seventhly and Laſtly, 1 don't ſee, by the Doc- 
tor's way of arguing, that he can make it ap- 
pear, that our Lord Jeſus himſelf knew he had 
a divine nature united to him; but that the man 
Chriſt was as ignorant of the perſonal union, as 
of the day of judgment, till his reſurrection. 
For ſince nothing that he ſaid or did, diſcove- 
red that he had any knowledge of it, why ſhould 
believe he did know it? And it would be a 
ſtrange perſonal union, that himſelf neither was 
conſcious, nor ſo much as inform'd of. 

And now ſince the Doctor rely*d ſo much on 
this notion of the Word's quieſcence, to furniſh 
him with anſwers to many things objected againſt 
Chriſt's ſupreme ſelf-exiſtent. Deity ; and parti- 
cularly confeſſes, that without ſuppoſing it, no 
tolerable account can be given of. our Saviour's 
not knowing the day of judgment: I hope, if P. 128. 
this fail him, he will rather yield, than betake | 
| himſelf to any intolerable accounts. If this great 
magazine of ſtores for defence be blown up, it 
will be expected, that he preſently ſurrender with 
the poor remains into the hands of victorious 


truth. 8 | | 
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An examination of the texts relied on by the 
Doctor, with an Appendix relating to the 
oy 20 the Fog Ghoſt. 


Come now to examine 10 ſtrength of thoſe 

few remaining texts, to which he retreats in 

bis twelfth chapter, as his only defence; to ſee 

if they prove our Lord Feſus Cbriſt to be the one 
ſelf-exiſtent God. 

Here I find but o texts, on which he grounds 
his proof, (indeed he had not many more left, 
and *twas time to ſtop, elſe he had given up his 
cauſe) viz. Jobn 1. 1. and Heb. 1. 10. For his 
other proof from 1 Tim, 2. 5. relies wholly up- 
on the interpretation of the #7} of thoſe two, 
and needs no particular anſwer. 

Firſt, He produces St. John's teſtimony, viz. 
The Word was with God, and the Word was God. 
And indeed this alone muſt bear the weight of 
the whole cauſe, or he. mult give it up. 

His argument lies thus: Since the holy Scrip- 

« tures fully and expreſy declare, both under the 
Lab and the Goſpel, that there is but one God, 
and but one being, who is God; and fince 'tis 
« acknowledg*d by all, that St. John intends the 
one ſelf- $A Being, by the term God, with 
* whom the Word was; therefore in ſaying the 
Mord was God, be muſt mean that be was the 
« ſame ſelf-exiſtent one God, or he muſt contradit? 
* the whoie tenour f the Scriptures, by aſſerting 
* a God befades the one God : whereas the Scriptures 
« (ſays he) never diſtinguiſh upon the matter, nor 
| © once inform us, that tho there is but one ſupreme, 
Jet — is another ſubordinate God.“ cow 
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this he is ſo warm and poſitive, as to ſay, * No. 
« paffible expoſition or ſenſe of the word God, can 
« reconcile the contradittion of this verſe of St, 
+ John, #o the other paris of the Bible, without. 
* admitting that the Word is the ſelf-exiſtent God: p. 189. 
« ſo that we muſt either give ap all the reſt ef the 
* Scripture, or reef? St. John's Goſpel, as ſub- 
* verting the unily of Gad. But ſince Iam not 
ſo willing to give up either St. Zobx's Goſpel, or 
the reſt of the Bible, I will ſtill attempt to recon- 
cile *em, rather than haſtily to declare, that if, on 
the other hand, St. Jobs does not mean the 
Word to be God in an inferior ſenſe, I will either. 
reject him, or all the reſt of my Bible: and I 
hope to ſhew, that the ſame ſagacity and can- 
dour, with which the Doctor has been able to 
extricate himſelf ſo eaſily out of the pretended 
difficulties of other arguments and texts, will as 
calily help him thro this, and that in the very 
ſame way of reaſoning. What I have to offer 
againſt his argument from this text, 1s, 
1. That tho the holy Scriptures do declare 
there is but one God, yet they do at the ſame 
time call other beings by the /ame name of God. P. 51. 
The Doctor owns, "that Angels are often called | 
D, Elobim. Now that is the very word 
which is tranſlated God, in all thoſe texts cited P. 177. 
by him, in which *tis ſaid, there is no God, or 


Elohim, befides me; and yet there are Elabim or 


Gods, beſides him, by his own unavoidable con- 

feſſion. And the ſame ſelf- exiſtent Being, who 

ſays there is no Elobim, or God, beſides him; 

does himſelf ſay, to mortal men in power, I have pl. 82. 
ſaid ye are Elohim, or Gods, But ſhall die as men. 8. 

So again, Vorſbip him all ye Elobim, or Gods, Paal. 97. 
with many more the like. And what will the? 
Doctor do in this caſe ? Will he now give up 


= reſt of his ——_ or all theſe texts? Is _ 
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| foundation of his argument gone 2 If 
there be but one God, and yet other Gods alſo ;- 
is it not a very mating ſolution, to ſay there is 


emphatically but one God, in a peculiar ſuper- 


the very 


eminent ſenſe; and yet others, in a lower ſenſe, 
by bearing ſome faint impreſſions of that fupreme 
Majeſty, and without co 23 2 to him, are 
Gods alſo? And if in this ſenſe St. John ſhould 
ſay the Word was God, and was with the God, 
i. e. with the ſupreme Havfoxgd ro g; were this 
any more inconſiſtent with the ſcripture- account 
of but one God, than what I have already men- 
tion*d ? So that he cannot ſay, the Scriptures do 
not diſtinguiſh, upon the matter, between Elo- 
him ſupreme and ſubordinate, when expreſly the 


Lord is ſaid to be 4 God of Gods, or a great 


God above all Gods. 
2. If our Lord Jeſus Chriſt might u/tly be 


call'd God, even tho he were not the one ſelt- 


exiſtent Being, or God; then St. John may very 
juſtly be interpreted, to mean the Word was ſo 
God, as not to be the ſelf-exiſtent God : becauſe 
St; Fobn i in that ſenſe would ſpeak but t. ut: and 
therefore to make him ſpeak juſtiy, tis not ne: 
ceſſary he ſhould mean the Word to be the ſu- 
preme God, when he ſays he was God. And 
that our Saviour might juſtly be call'd God, 

without being the ſupreme, the Doctor himſelf 
does grant, where he ſays, Moſes is ſtyled a God 


10 Aaron and Pharaoh, becauſe he was inſpired, 


and they learned the will of God from bim; and 
N. B.) conſe 2quently, our Saviour, who received the 
Spirit without meaſure, might more juſtly have 


been ſtyled a God, on the account of his having | 


been a great prophet. Now ſince Moſes was juſt- 
ly called God, (for it was by God himſelf) ſurely - 
our Saviour, who might more juſtly be ſo call'd. 


| without ſuppoſing a divine nature, might very 


well 
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well be ſo call/d: by St. Jobn in this text. So 
that the contradiction, fancy d in this ſenſe of 
the text, between St. Jobn and the reſt of the 


Bible, begins, T hope, to be leſs frightful. And 
I would not have him ſay bat was impoſſible to 


be ſaid by St. Jobn, which himſelf grants oof 


juſtly might have been ſaid. 
3. Beſides what I have ſaid, ces St. Jahn 
might juſtly call the Word God, and yet not the 


ſupreme; I add, that he has made a diſtinction 


between God, - and. the God. (1.) In the empha- 


333 


tical article prefix d to the firſt, and not to the 


other. This article indeed is not always found 
before Gros, when ſpoken of the ſupreme God, 
nor ſeems it needful : but if St. Jobn intended 


to make a diſtinction, (when (| peaking of two un- 


der that character, it might be requiſite to di- 
ſtinguiſh) he could not well omit giving the em- 
phaſis of be Cod to the ſupreme, | whillt he with- 
drew it from the other. And therefore the Doc- 
tor had no good reaſon to make ſo light of this, 
which is counted of ſuch moment, by Pbile in 
Lib. de Somnits ; by Clemens Alenandrinus in lib. 

3. Strom. P. 460. Ed. Pariſ. and Origen. Tom. 2. 

in Zohan. Sc. telling us, that the true Almighty 
God is diftinguiſh'd by this article, from , a God 
without it. And Origen makes d Oro, to diſtin- 
guiſh the true God from Chriſt, who is Gees; as 
A, the Vora, ſaid here of Chriſt, diffe- 
rences him from other Aoyoe, or Words: for any 


of the rational Spirits, Angels, or human Spi- 


rits, were oft ſo call'd, as may be ſeen in Sandi 


diſſer t. weg! rd A But *tis more conſiderable 


in Philo Fudæus, who being a Jew, was very 


earneſt and jealous for the ne God; but yet 


thought it not inconſiſtent to admit a bn 
Abyss, under the title of a. Gd; and this in St. 
Job? son time: which ſhews, how eaſily the 

— 
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Chriſtian Jewiſb churches would waderſiznd St; 
Jobis Words in this ſenſe; but could never 
have admitted the Doctor's ſenſe of à ſel f. exiſtent 
God, being ſaid to be with @ ſelf-exiftent Gal 
(2.) In that the Vord, call'd Gad, is faid to 
have been with God. And this is inculcated 
twice; The Word was with God, and the Word 
da God, and the ſame was with God, Now a 
the meaning was, as the Doctor would have it, 
that the Word was that ſame Cad, that he _< 
with, it is hard to fee the oceaſion of guardin 
it before and after, with ſo much eaution: as 1 
any one could run into ſuch an error, as to 
ſurmiſe he ſhould not be with himſelf. Or if he 
had intended ſo much, it is very likely he would 
have ſaid, he was with himſelf, rather than with. 
God ; Which looks more like another than the 
ſome, in ordinary ſpeech. What the Doctor ſays 
of rpg 70 Ges being oppoſed to his manifeſta- 
tion wpos' mans, is true, but nothing of an an- 
fwer-: for his being in ſecret with God, no more 
ſhews him to be hat ſame God, chan his being 
with men afterward, proves him to be any of 
thoſe fame men he dwelt with. So that the diffi- 
culty and unnatural harſhneſs of his interpretation, 
remains ſtill as an objection againſt it: and is 
juſt ſuch an objection, as lay againſt the different 
way of the Photinians reading this very text; 
when they read the laſt clauſe thus, And God was, 
and not the Nord was God; leaving out the 
Mord, or Logos. This is cenſur'd as moſt ab- 
ſurd, to make St. John ſay, And God was, when 
before-hand he had ſaid the Word was with God; | 
ſo that there could be no doubt but he was. 
Quod nemo ſanus Icripſerit, multo minus Evange- 
liſta ' @xsmveuro5, ſays the judicious Dr. Mill, 
Proleg. Surely it was no more reaſonable to lay, | 


* was r 


4. 
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. *Tis to be conſidered, that only St. Jobn 
and he very late, uſes the term Word, in which 
alone the Doctor finds the very Deity of the ſe- 
cond perſon of the Trinity. And is it likely, 
that ſo many years after the Goſpel of Chrift 
had been ! argy rm far and near, to Jews and 
Gentiles 3 and ſo many Churches formed upon 
his principles, (be it thirty, or forty, or more 
years) that St. John ſhould then ſirſt reveal ſuch 
an article? or ſhould mean any thing conſidera- 
bly more, in calling our Saviour the Mord, than 
the reſt of the Apoſtles, (who were moſt, if not 
all of *em dead) had meant by other characters, 
viz. the Son of God, the Chrift, the Lord Jeſus, 
&c. in which the Doctor pretends not to find this 
article? Why ſhould the Word in St. John ſigni- 


fy ſo much more than St. Paul's calling him the O 1 


mage of God, Or the brightneſs of his Fathers Heb. 1. 24 


glory? And yet the Doctor plainly ſuggeſts, that 

if theſe were interpreted of his divine nature, it 
would fairly prove that nature to be inferior to the P. 170. 
very God. So that if it had been ſaid, And that 
image, &c. was Cod, it had meant only an infe- 

rior God: and is it any harder to interpret the 

Word was with God, the fame way ? eſpecially. 


when he allows that the ſame St. Fohn applies Rev. 19. 


the character of the Word to the man Cbriſt Feſus 
only, without any regard to the divine Nature, or 
Word; and <ybich, if underſtood of the divine nature, 
or of the whole God. man, would'really imply, that 
the Mord is inferior to the very God; pag. 167. 
compar*d with pag. 170. Now if theſe words; 
He was clothed with a veſture dinp' d in blood, and 
bis name is called the Word of God, muſt be 
ſpoken only of the man Chriſt Jeſus; or av leaſt 
of ſuch a nature as is inferior to the very God; 
I think St. John's other expreſſion, The Word 
was God, may be allow'd the like interpretation: 
ſince there is no reaſon to imagine the ſame in- 
{pired 
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ſpired writer ſhould not in both places (and per- 
haps all in which it is uſed) uſe that remarkable 
title, of the ſame perſon, in the ſame ſenſe. 
But I muſt not preſs this too hard, becauſe, 
tho the Doctor hath ſaid all that I have men- 


tion'd; yet, to do him juſtice, he iy quite the 


P3226. 


contrary afterwards : for he makes that name, 
the Word of God, to be a proof of his being a 
diſtint# perſon in the ſelf-exiftent God, whoſe 
Word he is; and this after he had numbred it 


among thoſe texts, which are ſpoken of the man 
Jeſus Chriſt, without any regard to the Word, or 


divine nature ; as indeed the whole context ſpeaks 
of a man with his name on his thigh. So that 


until I know which half of the contradiction he is 


If. 43. 
11. 


Hoſea 13. 
4. 


P. 161. 


willing to part with, I let it paſs. 6 
5. There is no more difficulty in the ſeeming 
contradiction between thoſe texts, which declare 


there is but one God; and St. John's ſtyling 


the Word a God, in another and inferior ſenſe, 
than there is in many other inſtances: which 
yet the Doctor, and all other Trinitarians, (if I 
may account him ſuch) can eaſily reconcile; and 
therefore he ought not to make it ſo inſuper- 
able a difficulty in this ſingle caſe, as he pre- 
tends it is. | 

For inſtance, *tis as poſitively and expreſly 
ſaid by God himſelf, There is no Saviour beſides 


me, as that there is no God beſides me, in the 


following chapter. And both are put on the 
ſame foot together, Thou ſhalt know no God but 
me, for there is no Saviour beſides me. And yet 
the man Chriſt Jeſus is certainly ſtyled our Sa- 
viour, or Jeſus, all along in the New Teſtament; 
which the Doctor confeſſes, betokens that man 


' whom the bleſſed Virgin brought forth, and implies 


_ | Nay, it is a character into which he is exalted 


nothing of an incarnate God in the notion of it. 
by 


* 
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by God, and therefore can't belong to the infi-A ct 5. 31. 
nite ſupreme God: Him hath God exalted, io be 
a Prince and Saviour. And he is call'd Saviour 
at the ſame time, where the great God is called 
ſo, tho in an inferior ſenſe, and as ſubordinate 
to God: | The love of God our Saviour appeared Tit.3.4,6! - 
——who ſaved us by the renewing of the Holy Ghoſt, 
which he ſhed on us, thro* Feſus Chriſt our Saviour. 
So that here is God our Saviour, and yet an- 
other inſtrumental Saviour; tho the Scriptures 
fy there is but one (in the moſt emphatical 
ſenſe) who is Saviour. Juſt as in St. John, there 
is the God (in the moſt eminent ſenſe) and 4 
od with him; tho ſtill there is but one Gd in 

the higheſt ſenſe of that character, according to 
the Scriptures, 

So again, we read there is but one Lord: 
Hear, O Iſrael, the Lord thy God is one Lord; Mark 12. 
which is the ſame as to ſay, there was but one 29. 
Lord, as well as but one God, as the Scribe's ver. zz. 
anſwer ſnews. And yet we find another Lord, 
The Lord ſaid to my Lord, 0 Kvgs ry Kvgeiw. So Ver. 36, 
again, if it be ſaid, there is but one only who | 
knows the hearts of men, the Doctor can eaſily 
reconcile this with the man Chriſt Jeſus's, nay, 
with the Apoſtles knowing the hearts of others ; 
tho not as God knows them, of himſeif, but as 
knowing them by the Spirit's affiftance. Again, 
Cod alone doth wonders; and yet the Apoltles Pſal. 136. 
did great wonders alſo, but by God's power. 
Twenty inſtances, I ſuppoſe, might be produced, 
of characters appropriate, in ſome ſenſe, to the 
lupreme God, which yet are (without any ex- 
preſs marks of diſtinction, but what the nature 
of the ſubjects plainly ſuggeſt to us) attributed to 
inferior beings. God only is holy; he only is wiſe, 
Ke. But theſe give no difficulty to a candid Rey. 15. 
mind, tho others be ſaid to be holy and wiſe, 4. 
TL Ic © þ too, 
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too, in an inferior ſenſe, And therefore if St. 


Fobn ſhould have ſtyled the Ford a God, in 4 


ſubordinate notion; and did think, by ſaying he 
was with ihe God, he had ſufficiently diſtinguiſh- 
ed him from the one ſupreme God; eſpecially 


telling us at the ſame time, that the Word was fleſh, 
&c. I ſee not how the Doctor, with his uſual can- 


dour about him, can be offended, or any way per. 


plexed, to reconcile this with the Scripture-teſti- 


monies of one God only, He need not give up 
the reſt of the Scriptures, nor yet reject St. John's 
Goſpel. He needs only part with his own harſh, 
unnatural interpretation of the firſt verſe of it, 
and then all will be eaſy : for I don't find any 
other text would give him much trouble. And 


this method is no more than, in other caſes, he 


would and does frankly uſe : ſo that I can't but 
think he might have given up this text, as well 
as others, if he had any other in reſerve, by 
which to ſupport his hypotheſis, or to give any 


- graceful appearance of having maintain*d the cur- 


H 265. 


. 
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rent orthodox doctrine. 
To conclude this argument, I would only 


know of the Doctor, who counts it impoſſible 


to reconcile the one ſelf-exiſtent God, with giv- 
ing the character of God to any who is not that 


ſame ſelf-exiſtent God, what he thinks of his ſo 


oft approv'd Nicene Creed, which he imagines 
may be proved by Scripture z when having firſt 
ſtyled the Father, he One God, it calls the Son, 
God of God? Does he really think, (he who juſtiy 
trembles at the guilt of colluſion, in ſubſcribing or 
uſing ſuch forms, as thwart the ſenſe of a man's 
own mind) that it means the ſelf-exiſtent God, of 


the ſelf-exiſtent God, begotten before all worlds, 


of the Father? Does he thorowly receive and be- 
lieve this? Or does it not mean a derivative, 


ſubordinate God, of a ſelfſ en ſtent God? 
. PT | 1 Second iy, 
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Secondly, His other text, ttow to be confider'd, 


is Zeb, 1. 10. And thou Lord, in the Veginnitip 


bat laid the foundation of the earth, and the 


heavens are the werk of - thy bands: They a! 


periſh, but thou ſhalt endure- -T hey hall be 


changed, but thon art the ſame, and thy years full 


uot, be. 1 
The Doctor tells us, the author of this Epiſtle 


aſſures us, that this paſſage is meant of the Son, P. 192. 
22, our Lord Jeſus Chriſt, and that the 1024. 


Palm, whence it is cited, is addreſſed to Febhovah, 
or the ſelf-exiſtent God: and thence it follows, 
that the Son is that Jebovab, the ſelf-exiſtent 
God. I ſhall wave what ke ſays of Jebovab's 
being the incommunicable name of God, (which 
think he has not proved, but rather the con- 
trary) becauſe I rely not on tliat anſwer, Only I 
cannot but obſerve, that having, as he thoughr, 
got another and furer atgument, by proving 
jeſus Chriſt to be Jehovah, he now begins to 
give up what he had argued from Sr. Fohn, by 


laying, Whatever latitude may be allow'd to Org, p. 10, 


God, in St. John; yet Jehovah is appropriate to 


the one God, in contradiſtinction to all other Od, 


Gods. So that it ſeems the word God, in St. John, 
may, after all, be allow'd a latitude ; and others 
may have that character, beſides the one ſelf. exi- 
ſtent God; and confequently the Word being ſtyled 
God, might yet not be the ſelf-exiſtent God. 


And why then did he ſtand ſo ſtiffly to it before? 


But perhaps he did not then fee, he had this 
other argument for a reſerve, But to his preſent 
argument, I reply: | 
1. That every accommodation of a text to any 
perſon is no ſufficient evidence tliat ' tis the ſame 
perſon, of whom it was originally ſpoken. For 
inſtance, St. Matthew, chap. 2. 15. ſays it was 
fulfilPd, in Jeſus Ch = what the Lord had ſpoken 
1 8 8 — 
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Hy the Prophet, ſaying, Out of Egypt have I call. 
ed my Son. Now where will the Doctor find theſe 
words, but in Ho. 11. 1? where, *tis plain, they 
were ſpoken of the people of 1/rael : When: Iſrael 
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was a child, then I loved him, and called my Son 


_ out of Egypt. Were the people of IJſrael and 


Jeſus Chriſt therefore one and the ſame, becauſe; 


for the likeneſs of the caſe, what was ſaid of one 


is apply*d to the other? No, ſurely ! And there. 
fore, if the Author of the Epiſtle to the Hebrews, 
who had ſaid, ver. 2. that God made the world. 
by, or thro*, his Son, did, from this, think he 
might accommodate to the-inſtrument, what had 
been ſaid of the principal working by him; is this 
more ſtrange or unſuitable, than the foregoing 
application was ? ol nts ; 

2. It doth not appear to me, that the Author 
of the Epiſtle aſſures us, theſe words are ſpoken 
of the Son: For obſerve how he brings them in, 
ver. 8, 9, 10. Unto the Son he ſaith, Thy thro, 
O God, is for ever and ever —Thou haſt 
loved righteouſneſs, and hated iniquity ; therefore 
Cod, even thy God, hath anointed thee with tht 
oil of gladneſs above thy fellows, And thou, Lord, 
haſt laid. the foundation of the earth, and the 
heavens are the work of thy hands : they ſhall periſh, 
but thou remaineſt , they ſhall be changed, but thou 
art the ſame, thy years ſhall not fail. 

Here we may obſerve, that the zenth ver, 


And thou Lord, Sc. (tho it is a new citation) is 


not prefaced with, And, to the Son he ſaith, as 
ver. 8. or with an Again, as ver. 5, 6. and ſo 


| chap. 2. 13. but barely, And thou Lord. Now 


the God laſt mention'd was Chriſt's God, who | 


had anointed him; and the Author thereupon 


- addreſſing himſelf to this God, breaks out into 


the celebratiou of his power, and eſpecially his 
unchangeable duration; which he dwells upon, as 
5 what 
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what he principally cites the text for ; in order, I 
conceive, to prove the ſtability of the Son's king- 
dom, before ſpoken of : Thy throne, O God, is 
for ever and ever; God thy God has anointed thee , 
and thou Lord, 1. e. thou who haſt promiſed him 
ſuch a throne, art he, who laid the foundation of 
the earth, and by thy hands made the heavens, 
which tho of long and permanent duration, yet 
will at length periſh ; ut thou remaineſt, thou 
ar: the ſame, thy years ſhall not fail. So that it 
ſeems to be a declaration of God's immutability 


347 


made here, to aſcertain the durableneſs of Chriſt's 


kingdom before mention*'d : and the rather fo, 
becauſe this paſſage had been uſed originally for 
the ſame purpoſe in the 102d Pial. viz. to infer 


thence this concluſion, ver. ult, The children of 


thy ſervants ſhall continue, and their ſeed be eſta- 
bliſhed before thee, In like manner it here proves 
the Son's throne ſhouid be eſtabliſhed for ever 
and ever, by the ſame argument, viz. by God's 
immutability; and ſo was very pertinently al- 
ledg*d of God, without being apply'd to the 


on; to ſhew how able his God, who had anoint- 


ed him, was to make good and maintain what he 
had granted him, viz. a durable kingdom . for 
ever . DE 
And it gives ſome farther ſtrength to this in- 
terpretation, that the creation of the world 1s 
never once, that I remember, aſcribed immediately 


to the Son in ſuch terms; but *tis conſtantly ſaid, John 1. 3. 


that all things were made ibro* him, di s, and di aure, 
13 And 


* That theſe words were thus underſtood by the antients 
appears hence, that they interpret zhy hands to be the Son and 
Spirit, which they could not do, if they underſtood the ſen- 
tence to be ſpoke of Chriſt. See Trenæus, lib 4. c. 6. lib. 5. 
c. 3. Tertul. adverſ. Hermog. c. 45. No one antient writer 
ever applied theſe words to Chriſt during the three firſt cen- 
turies; nor does Dr. Waterland pretend it was ever ſo applied, 


till the fourth or fifth, See his Sermons, p. 65. 


1 Cor. 9. 6. 


Eph. 3. 9. 
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Col. 1.16. And. if it. is never ſaid elſewhere. in Scriptur 
Heb. 1. 1. that he BE things, it is. not very | ien d 
ſhould. be Bere ſaid of, Him. by the Bſalmiſt, or by 
the author of this epiſtle, ſince the words are ap- 
| plicable t to another, even God the Father, whom 
this very author had ſaid, but a few verſes before, 

to have made the world by his Son. 
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An APPENDI X, containing ſome 
Conſiderations on. what, the Dactor 
2 270 concerning the Holy Ghoſt; 


HAT relates to the Holy Ghoſt, the 


\ V 7 Doctor ſays, He hopes to bring to a more 
- ſpeedy iſſue. And I think he has done 
ſo indeed: for he has roundly given up h:s per- 
ſonality, and conſequently ended the diſpute with | 
thoſe Socinians, who account the Holy Spirit to 
be only the divine virtue and energy; and who 
will never deny the divinity of the power or at- 
tributes of the Almighty Father: and ſo he has 
done the work with great expedition. Indeed 
having formerly confuted the eternal proceſſion, 
Annot. on Which, ſays he, ſome of the antients in ibe fourth 
Common centzry, ' hurried on by zeal for a fundamental, ſo 
Prayer, as not duly to weigh their arguments, thought to 


V. 29%: be a demonſtration of the divinity of the Holy Ghoſt ; 


but they took a wrong (tho I think the only one 
pretended) text to make it out dy; he had ſo much 
the leſs to do 

Ihe reaſon why I ſay he has given up the per- 


e of the Holy . (tho he "4 
calls 


PSA 


fals 2 a perſon) i is, that he has yielded up 
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either the only argument for it, or at leaſt = 
d argument, in the overthrow of which all 
pong muſt ſink: and that is, from Chriſt's 


promiſe of the comforter, viz. the Holy Ghoſt, 


7ohn.16, where the Spirit is ſet forth under ſo 
many. perſonal notes and characters; He ſhall 


come, He Fall guide, &c. eſpecially ver. 1 3. ki. 
70 we UH, He, the Spirit, &c. that 1 it has been, I 


thinks. the only difficulty that has given the So- 
diniaus any, great trouble ſmoothly to remove. 


They have pleaded it was a ſtrong figure, and the 


Doctor ſays it is ſo; and repreſents it as an alle- 


gory and metaphor, and a chain of metaphors ; by 
which we are to under ſtand no more, than that God 


or Chriſt beſtaws the gif1s of the Spirit; and likens 


it to that odmirable proſopopuia, Prov. S. 22—31. 


do that a power, or operation, is ſet out under 
the elegant fiction of a perſon, tho it be none in 
reality, 


I do not fay but the Doctor and the Secinians 
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have very much to alledge in the caſe; nor do 1 


blame him for complying with juſt evidence, 


wherever he thinks he ſees it: but then, I think, 


he can never retrieve the perſonality of the Spirit, 
by any ſtronger argument frem the holy Scrip- 
tures. He may, indeed, offer ſomething for the 


Deity of the Holy Spirit, if no diſtin perſon from 
the Father; yea, he may do it with conſent of all 


ſides And all his arguments to prove the Holy 


Gholt very God, ſhall be granted him by the Uni- 


tarians of all ſorts, while he grants the Socinians 


their arguments, to prove the Holy Sp'rit is n 
more than a metapborical perſon. 


Not that I think the Doctor was 3 or 
unawares was too eaſy in this matter; no, all 
things conſider'd, he has been wary and ſubtle 


| enough. He had one to oppoſe, who is 1 7 ally 
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look?d on as Arianizing in this point, pleading for 
the real per/onality of the Spirit, from our Lord's 
deſcription of him, as a ſubordinate meſſenger 
and miniſter ; and I judge, he ſaw well enough, 
that if that deſcription was to be literally taken, 
as of a real perſon, it would prove him one infe- 
rior to God and Chriſt ; and there would be no 
defending his ſupreme Deity : and therefore he 
calls it a-very difficult paſſage. Hereupon he takes 
ſhelter under the Socinians againſt the Arians, and 


hopes he may defend the Deity of the Holy Spirit, 


whatever becomes of his true diſtinct perſonality. 
For granting the Spirit to be a perſon, there was 


no pretence for an allegory. 


Nor do I find any argument to prove it ſuch, 
or that the Spirit was not literally ſent as a mel- 
ſenger : however it be, I can't but obſerve how 
gracefully the Doctor ſets the matter off, Leſt any 
ſhould think it a diſappointment to find the pro- 
miſe of the comforter ſo interpreted, he ſpares 
no encomium upon it; he tells us of figures, alle- 
gory, metaphors, proſopopœia; but then they are 
not ordinary ones; they are figures, but they 
are ſtrong fizures 3 it is an allegory, but it is a 
noble allegory ; it is a proſopopwia, but it is an ad- 
mirable one. 

And thus indeed he may very well prove the 
Deity of the Spirit; for take away his proper di- 
ſtinct perſonality, and who ill deny the divinity 


of God's power, or operations, as connotipg in 


them their agent? But this is ſo far from being 


a peculiar Chriſtian doctrine, that I ſuppoſe no 
Turk, Few, nor Pagan, doubts ſuch figurative, 
metapharical, proſopopeia-perſons, (in — Deity) 
of attributes, operations, modes, properties, or 
any ſuch Sabellian diſguiſes. And indeed when 
the Doctor is got out of his metaphors, and 


peas direftly of the Spirit's N I think 
it 


* 
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it amounts to no more: of which hereafter. . And 
this will anſwer all his arguments for the Holy 
Pypirit's being the very Gd. | 

The queſtion in diſpute is not, Whether there | 
be not, in God, ſomething that is call'd Spirit; 
or whether the Spirit, in Scripture, does not 
ſometimes imply what is God: for if God be eſs | 
ſentially @ Spirit, then, no doubt, this Spirit is | 
God. And this is ſaid of the Father, and ſo car 
ries no perſonal diſtinction in it: Jobn 4. 24. 
God is a Spirit. So Pſal. 139. 7. Whither bal! 
Igo from thy Spirit? Nay ſince (what none can 
deny) the Doctor owns, in agreement with Dr. P. 245. 
Clarke, that the Holy Spirit in Scripture, ſome- 
times ſignifies the mere power gf G22 ; there needs 
be no diſpute neither, whether this be not God, 
and have not all the incommunicable characters 
of the Almighty. But the queſtion 1s, whether, 
beſides this allow'd notion of the Holy Spirit, 


there be not, by our Saviour, mention made of John 16. 


an Holy Spirit, who is a diſtinct perſon from the 
Father (who alſo is a Spirit) in a proper ſenſe; or 
at leaſt who is more properly a perſon, than the 
mere power and energy of the Almighty is? The / 
Doctor has not ſhown there is any ſuch Holy Spi- 
rit at all, and the Arians ſay there is, and that he 
is inferior to God; and may well complain that 
their oppoſers, when they would prove the Holy 
Spirit to be the one God, only bring their proofs 
in relation to the former hotion of the Spirit, or 
the divine power and energy, (which is not de- 
nied) but none that proves the Deity of any other 
Holy Spirit, viz. a perſon. And this is mani- | 
feſt in the Doctor's ?wo texts, on which he relies, 
for evidence of the Holy Spirit's Deity. 
His argument, from Luke 1. 32, 35. is, vix. | 
_ That fince Feſus Chriſt is therefore the Son of tbe p. 200. 
moſt. High God, becauſe the Holy Ghoſt begat him, 
NW or ER 
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it follows, the Holy Ghoſt muſt be that very 
God, elſe the moſt High God was not bis. imme- 
diate Father. But it is plain, by the Holy Ghoſt 
there, is meant the power of God, and it is ſo 
explain*d; The Holy Ghoſt ſhall come upon thee, and 


(or even) the power of the Higheſt ſos 1 overſhadow 


thee. Strange! that one, who ſays the Holy 
Spirit, in Scripture, ſometimes ſignifies the mere 
power of God, ſhould pretend any other ſenſe 
here, where it is ſo expreſs'd; and then ſure 
enough the power of God will not be another 
being from bim. But what is this to the Holy Spirit, 
about whom the controverſy lies; and who is a 
diſtinct perſon ? This is the, unjuſt way of, al- 
moſt all, the writers for the Deity of the Holy 
Ghoſt ; tho they grant it has different accepta- 
tions, both for the power of God, and alſo for 
a perſon, yet they never diſtinguiſh in their argu- 


ments, but confound both together; and be- 


cauſe the divine power, or Holy. Spirit, has ſu- 
preme characters, therefore the Holy Spirit, Cbriſt's 
prime miniſter, (as the Doctor calls him) muſt 
have them alſo: as if both were one and the 


ſame. But by diſtinguiſhing them, their argu- 


ments are ealily anſwer d, who, of one Holy 
Spirit, prove the perſonality, viz. that in Jobn 
16. and of the Spirit in the other ſenſe, viz. the 
divine active virtue, prove the Deity, and then 
put both together into one: whereas they ſhould _ 


prove the per/onal Holy Spirit to be God, or that 


the ſame Spirit which is proved to be a diſtinct 
perſon is ſo ; elſe they argue not ad idem, in the 
Deity, and in the perſonality ; nor at all againſt 
the Unitarians. 5 =. 
His other and main argument is from 1 Cor. 2. 
10, 11. The Spirit ſearcheth the deep things of 
Ged : for what man knoweth . the things of man, 
fave the Spirit of man, which is in him? Even 1 
2 * N . 
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147. 


nee the Doctor infers, that the Spirit + P. 199. 


— is as muett that God, whoſe Spirit he is, as 


the Spirit of a man is that man in whom it is; and 
that the Spirit of God is as much God himſelf, as 
the Spirit of a man is the n man himſelf, aud not a 
diſtinct being. 

But, whatever be the meaning of theſe expre(- 
ſions, what does this avail towards proving the 
Deity: of that Spirit, who is a diſtinct perſon, in 
God? For it may as well be argu'd hence, that 
as the Spirit of a man is the ſame perſon, and 
not diſtinct from the man, ſo the Spirit of God 
is the ſame perſon with God, and nor a diſtinct 
perſon from that God whoſe he is: for the Spirit 


of a man (to which the Spirit of God is liken'd) | 
is as much the ſame perſon with the man, as it is 


the ſame. being; and perhaps ſomething more ſo: 


becauſe; in the man, there is another different 


being; beſides his Spirit, but not another perſon. 
So that it may be as well pretended that the Spirit 
of man is a different perſon from the man him- 


ſelf, as (and in the ſame ſenſe too) that the Spirit 


of God is a different perſon from God. And yet 
this, I think, is all he pretends to prove the per- 


ſonal, diſtinction from, viz; becauſe it is eall'd the P. 216. 


Spirit of God; and this; it ſeems, as the ſoul is 


the Spirit f man, which yet is without being a 


diſtin&t perſon. So that Whether by the Spirit 


ok God, in this text, St. Paul meant only God, 
who is eſſentially a Spirit, as the rational ſoul 
is a Spirit; or the divine virtue, and inſpiration 


of God] neither of theſe is the perſon of the Holy 
Ghoſt; which the inquiry is of, or whoſe a is 
dend. 
And this is evident, accordi ing to the Dodos 
' (atileaſt the common) principles, that it is not 
the one diſtinẽt and chitd Perſon in the head, 
— 
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head, that is intended by. the Holy Spirit in this 
text; becauſe it is ſaid, None (ud) knows the 


things of God, ſave the Spirit of God : which, if 


P. 210. 


appropriated to the third perſon, would exclude 
the Word, nay, and the firſt perſon too, from 
this knowledge; and ſo in proving the Deity 
of the Holy Ghoſt, would deſtroy that of the 
Word. 1 Wa te,” 
Indeed I think it moſt likely, that the Apoſtle, 
by the Spirit, here, intends the divine Aflatus, 
or inſpiration z becauſe, ver. 12, he calls it 70 
WVEV 149; TO £X T8 Oe, the Spirit which comes forth, 
or out from God; and is oppoſed to the Spirit of 
the world, i. e. the genius, the diſpoſition, or 
dictates and wiſdom of the world. So the Doctor 
exprelly tells us, This expreſſion rd in Ts cs, re- 
lates to the allegory of his miſſion, ſignifying the 
gift of the Spirit, and not the being from whom 
they flow; as he ſays a little after of the Holy 
Ghoſt. So that there is no reaſon to ſtretch a 
ſimilitude, for illuſtration, to its utmoſt length, 
when it no way appears that the Apoſtle intended 
to ſhew more than this, viz. how the immediate 
inſpiration of God was the only effectual way of 
coming to the right knowledge of divine myſte- 
ries. For he does not ſay that becauſe the Spirit 


of God is one with God, in the ſame manner as 


the Spirit of a man is one with the man himſelf, 


; Ver. 1, So 


therefore it knows the things of God; but only, 
as the Spirit of a man knows the things of a man, 
ſo the Spirit of God knows the things of God, 
i. e. as certainly and perfectly knows them, or 
rather makes them known: becauſe the Apoſtle 
uſes the word ſo, 1 defire to Ænoꝛo, i. e. (by an 
uſual Hebraiſm) to make known, nothing amon 


vou, ſave Chriſt, and him crucify'd ; and the con- 


text requires, or well fits it, And then, if the 
Doctor can ſpare us his noble allegory, or one link 
So only 
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only of his long chain of metaphors, by a very 
eaſy and uſual tr the ma to ſpeak of the divine 


inſpiration, after the manner of a perſon, the 


Apoſtle's words (which are to prove, that God 
had revealed myſteries to them) are thus : For 


the divine inſpiration diſcovers the ſecret things of 


God ; for as no man can make known the things of 


a man, i. e. what his own thoughts and purpoſes, 
and inclinations are except the man himſelf 
diſcovers them ;, ſs none but the inſpiration of God 
bath made known the purpoſes and mind of G:d. 

Now ave have received, not the ſubtle learning and 


wiſdom of this world, but the inſpiration of God, 


that we may make known to men what we have 
freely received of God; which things accordingly 
we ſpeak, c. So that here is nothing of diffi- 
culty, nor of the controverſy in hand, unleſs it 
be to ſhew, againſt Dr. Clarke, and others, that 
there 1s no real perſon meant by the Holy Spirit 
in Scripture, only the divine power and inſpira- 
tion, which is what moſt Socinians agree to. 


— 
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General Obſervations on the Doctor s New. 


Scheme. 


Come in the laſt place to make ſome general 


Obſervations on the Doctor's New Theory of 
tbe Trinity in Unity; and to ſhew ſome of the 
great abſurdities and inconſiſtencies therein, as 


they appear to me. 


But I would firſt take notice that he agrees in- "fv 6s — 


tirely with Dr. Clarke, with Arians and Socinians, 
againſt the A:hanafians and Trinitarians, in the 


Scripture- notion of the divine Father, viz. thatP. 231. 


he is but one perſon in the common ſenſe; and that 
there is no 3 God, or OY but He; 
and 
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and hat there is no Almighty Eternal Perſon in- 
tended by the character of Son of God zhere z but 
that the Son is a pre: exiſtent, inferior mind, uni- 
ted to a body by the Holy Ghoſt; and that the 
Holy Spirit ſometimes ſignifies the power and 
operation of God the Father. And it happens 
that the Doctor has given the ſame interpretation 
of the baptiſinal form, Mat. 28. 19. as Dr. Clarke 
had in his Paraphraſe. 

Indeed he makes the Son and Spirit of lower 
conſideration, than Dr. Clarke does; not thinking 
altogether ſo highly of the inferior pre- exiſtent 
rational nature of Chriſt, nor fo ed f 
ig the proper per/onality of the Holy Spirit, as 

* | 
To make amends for theſe, he has ſtarted ano- 


ther Trinity in the ScriptureHather (the firſt per- 


ſon in the bapii/mal form and creed.) The firſt, 
he ſays, is nameleſs, the others are the Word and 
Spirit ; all three in the Father of the man Chriſt 
Zeſus, his only-begotten Son. So that here is a 
Trinity of Fathers, who all have that common 
name, and who all begat the Son of God, which 
he expreſly ſays of the Spirit, and does not ſay 
the Word was quieſcent in this matter. Now as 
Dr. Clarke has not affirm'd or deny*d any thing, 
about ſuch a Trinity in the Scripture- Father, as 


not to the purpoſe of religion, and which in 


ſome ſenſe may be in every intelligent mind ; 
and. for which there is no juſt pretence from 
Scripture, unleſs it be taken from the attributes 
and operations of God the Father; ſo I can't 


but judge the Doctor's new ſcheme as very ab- 


ſurd, for theſe Reaſons: f 
1. Firſt, His notion of Perſons in the God- 


head amounts to no more than attributes or ope- 


rations, allow'd by all forts of Unitarians, His | 


notion is laid down, pag. 218. where he ſays 


2 (of 
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(of the three perſons) What is meant is pretty 
generally agreed, viz. that the Father, Word, and 
Spirit, tho they are really diſtin, ſo that one is 
not the other, yet are not ſeparate beings, - but one 
and the ſame being, which is the ſelf-exiſkent God, 
This is what he oft refers us to, as his ſenſe of P. 245. 
the term perſons. Some things truly diſtinguiſh'd, 
in the ſame being, is his notion of perſons. Now 
cannot any one ſay as much as this of the di- 
vine attributes, of wiſdom, power, goodneſs, 
truth, holineſs ? Are not theſe truly diſtinguiſh'd, 
and yet not ſeparate beings? And indeed he 
ſeems not to pretend to any higher diſtinction 
than that of the faculties or operations of every 
mind, by what he ſays, I do not affirm, that P. 241. 
the Word is the internal reaſon or wiſdom of God, | 
an attribute or power of bim; becauſe the Scrip- 
tures have not declared any ſuch thing :' as if this 
ſhould not alſo have kept him from calling this 
Word a per/on. So that he pretends not to have 
any thing from Scripture or reaſon, againſt the 
Word's being an attribute of God; only he had 
not enough to warrant his aſſerting it. But yet 
it may be ſo, for any thing he intends to ſay to 
the contrary, And for what does he then pre- 
tend to write for the Holy Trinihy, or againſt 
Dr. Clarke? Who is his adverſary ? Who denies 
ſuch a Trinity in the Almighty God, as he finds 
in himſelf? viz. of operations, powers, Sc. 
tho all may not agree what names to give them. 
But then he can't tell how to make this con- 
ſiſtent with the incarnation of the Word. only. 
Tis hard to pretend an operation or faculty of 
the ſoul ſhould be made fleſh, and not the foul 
itſelf; and if fo, then all the powers of it are 
incarnate together. And if the divin? nature was 
incarnate, then all the attributes are included in 
it, and ſo all three perſons become incarnate; 
8 N which 
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E which confounds the whole ſcheme ; and — this 
reaſon, a ſcholaſtic Trinity, of modes and attri- 
butes, has juſtly been rejected with great con- 
tempt, as trifling with facred matters, and . 


guing indeed againſt no bod. 
The Doctor's explication of this matter by 


a triangle, touching a point at one angle only, ſhews 


how neceſſary a real diſtinction of beings is to 
make out the incarnation of one of the perſons 


only: for unleſs he ſuppoſes the three perſons 


are as much three as the three angles of the trian- 


gle, which are diſtinct parts, and make up one 
compound, it is not to his purpoſe. And truly 
he ſeems to me, at other times, to ſuppoſe that 


the three perſons are three ' diſtin# beings; and 
that by one ſelf-exiftent God he means one con- 
fiſting of the three beings. I know very well, 


he ſpeaks of God's fimple uncompounded being; 


but then it is only by way of ſuppoſition, as 
what may be. And What he means by God's 


ſimplicity, he lets us know by ſaying, It only 


excludes a compoſition of ſeparable parts. So that 
diſtinct beings, or three infinite minds inſeparably 
united, may conliſt with his notion of the divine 
ſimplicity and unity; which he farther ſhews, by 
reſembling the union of the three perſons into one 
God to the union of the /wo beings, ſoul and 
body, into one man, whom he calls one and the 


ſame being, which they are neceſſarily conſtitutive: 
of; and therefore are inſeparable parts, (I think) 


of a man, in his ſenſe. 

Now if foul and body, two moſt diſtin& be- 
ings, and of different kinds, may be one and the 
ſame being, in the Doctor's account; I ſee not 


but the Father, Word, and Spirit may be three 


diſtinct beings, or minds, and yet make ſtill but 


P. 218, 10. one being, in his ſenſe, I do by no means, ſays 


he, {ay the Father, Ward, and Spirit are different 
Sub- 
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fulſtances, as the ſoul and body in mum are, tht ont 
naterial, and the ol ber immaterial: 1. e. he is on- 
ly againſt the three divine perſons being of divers =} 
kinds, but ſays nothing againſt their being diſtinct 3 
individual Beings, of the ſame kind; but con- 
cludes, If the union of diſtinc ſubſtances, may con- 
fitute one and the ſame being, nan; then the Fu- 
ther, Ward, and Spirit may conſtitute one and the 
ſame uncompounded being, God. He cannot well 
mean, by uncompounded, any thing, but not 
conſiſting of di F rent ſorts of beings, as ſoul and 
body are; becauſe if he intends by uncompound- 
ed, not conſtituted of three diſtinct beings it all, 
his inference” would be ridiculous, viz. if the 
union of ſou] and body, which are two ſubſtances, 
can yet | conſtitute one compounded being, then 
ſurely theſe three, Father, Word, and Spirit (who 
re not two ſubſtances) may conſtitute one uncom- 
pounded being; ſince they then not only may, 
but muſt neceſſarily be one being; and there 
could be no need to prove that what is not two, 
may be but one. Indeed he ſays he will affirm 
nothing of their joint ſubſtance, i. e. I ſuppoſe, 
whether” it be conſtiiuted of diſtinct ſubſtances 
joined together, or not; but then he cannot af- 
firm they conſtitute one uncompountled being, if 
it may be conſtituted of three united beings ;z un- 
leſs by uncompounded beings, he means one un- 
compounded of ſeveral forts of beings, in which 
ſenſe only he allows the great God to be a ſimple - 
being and uncompounded; Nor would it at all 
follow, that becauſe two different ſubſtances may 
be one compounded being, therefore three diſtinct 
lubſtances, not diffetent in kind, may be one un. 
ompounded being; unleſs it means uncompound- 
«d of UNtrent fees ff OT IT TROVE 
Jam ſenſible it is folly and raſhneſs to talk ſo 
freely of the /ubtance of the great God, and the 
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conſtitution of his being; for we know not what 
Job 38. 2. we talk about, and do but darken counſel by word: 
without knowledge ; but the Doctor's reaſonings 

upon it have led me to take ſome notice thereof: 

4 and indeed they, who are ſo poſitive as to declare 
= it for an article of faith, That the one. God and 
 ._._ --is Son are conſubſtantial, (as the Doctor in his 
Preface does, calling it that great truth) ſhould, 

I think, know well what it means, when they are 
. ſo very ſure of it. The like I may ſay, as to the 
| meaning of the word ' perſons in the Godhead ; 
which being not the Scripture-language, but of 

mens own introducing and deviſing, I may juſtly 
demand what their meaning by it is. And they 

are juſtly to be cenfured, when they voluntarily 
introduce, or chuſe and juſtify terms of art in 

great articles, and then cannot tell what they 

mean by their own inventions, but ſometimes one 

thing, and ſometimes another z thinking to get 

p. 218. off by ſaying, Let theſe terms be uſed, till better 
be ſubſtituted in their room; as if it were better to 

talk at random, and fo perhaps fooliſhly and 
inconſiſtently of the Almighty, than to hold our 

peace in humble and reverent ſilence. And 
therefore the Doctor's defective, inſignificant, 

and uncertain account of his meaning by the 

term perſons, is one juſt objection againſt. his 

book; as leaving the main point in, utmoſt con- 

fuſion and obſcurity, which it pretends to explain 
and prove. „„ 

2. Secondly, I find that inſtead of a Trinity, 
which he pretends to prove in his way, he has 

found out but two perſons in the very God; and 

having loſt the hit perſon, his Trinity is loſt too. 

He all along ſuppoſes the term Father to be no 
particular name of one of the perſons in the ſacred 
Scriptures, but that it denotes the ſelf-exiſtent 

one God, in which his three perſons "_ 27 
805 a | found; 
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found z becauſe he is ſenſible there is no ſupreme 
ſelf. exiſtent God, but he whom the Scriptures | 
ſtyle the Father, and the Cod and Father of our 
Lord Jeſus Chriſt; and tells us oft, that he is 
never called the Father of the Word, Hereupon P. 237. | 
he racks his thoughts to find out a Trinit ß, K 
here; but tho he finds a Vord and a Spirit to ſay 1 
ſomething of, he cannot find a fir/# perſon men- 
tion'd; for he fays, Tha? he is never by any par- P. 215. 
" ticular name diſtinguiſhed in Scripture fram the 
Word and Spirit. Where then muſt he find this 
other diftin&t perſon, whom the Scriptures have 
not once vouchſafed to name; as if only the fir/t 

rſon was of no concern to men? Why truly he 
will gather it by Implication z and how docs he 
make it out? | | 

All his evidence is, that in Scripture the e,. 
exiſtent God is plainly diſtinguiſb'd from the Herd 
and Spirit, in that the Word is called ihe Word of 
Cod, and the Spirit the Spirit of God; and con- P. 216. 
ſequently they are diſftinguiſh'd from God, wheſ? 
they are, 3 = 

Naw cas would be apt to think by this, that 
the Word and Spirit ſhould not be that ſelf-ex- 
iſtent God, from whom they are ſo plainly diſtir- 
guiſhed, as he very truly atfirms ; and indeed at 
another time the Doctor thinks the ſubſtance of 
the ſeif-exiſtent Being will admit only of ſome 
diſtinRion in itſelf, but not from itſelf, which is P. 221. 
more cautious than the other. Bur then to make 
out three perſons diſtin& from each other, it was 
neceſſary to fay the Word and Spirit are diſtin- 
guiſhed from God, becauſe the Doctor could find 
nothing to diſtinguiſh them from, but the ſelf- 
exiſtent God ; and yet they muſt be the fame with 
what they are plainly diſtionguiſh'd from. So that 
dw the Word and Spirit are to be diftinguiſhed 
a a „ 
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intelligent being, the very God ; whi 
Bennet denies elſewhere. or 
But it is a moſt- weak pretence the Doctor of. 


yet Dr. 


fers for proof of ſome other third per ſon's being 


imply'd in the word God, (ſuppoſing the Word 


and Spirit to be not diſtinct beings, but rþ:s God 


as he does ſuppoſe) for there is then no need at 


all of a third perſon, to juſtify the expreſſions, 
the Word and Spirit of God, by his own princi- 


ples, (except that he needs to find out a third 


ſomewhere, to make out his Trinity) becauſe 


theſe two alone, viz. Word and Spirit, will fuf- 


| fice to ſolve all: for if the Werd be God, and 
the Spirit be God, the very God; then the er. 


preſſion the Word of God, may mean the Word of 
God the Spirit; and the Spirit of God, may mean 


the Spirit of God the Word; and the Word with 


God, may be with God ihe Spirit. What needs he 


then invent a third? Let two ſuffice, - ſince he 
owns he cannot find any more mention'd in Scrip- 


ture; only let him not call them a Trinity of two; 


for that is all he can pretend to, in this way of 


And yet it is on this mighty pillar alone that 


the Doctor builds his proof of the Trinity; and 


of all he ſays in juſtification of the eternal gent- 


ration, and his calling the Word the eternal Sm 
4 God, without any precedent in Scripture for 


uch an attempt. In a word, all he can ſay, in 
juſtification of the church's Litany, Creeds and Of- 
ces, in the uſe of thefe unſcriptural terms, ac- 


cording to his principles, relies upon this poor 


- quibble, which I am aſtoniſhed ſhould ſee the 


light from any man of his thought and learning, 


For to argue from the expreſſions, the Ward 


* 


of God, and Spirit of God, (whom he takes to be 


the 


— 
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the ſame God) that there muſt be a third perſon = 


meant by God, whoſe they are; is juſt as if he 
had argued, that becauſe we read of the ſoul of 


a nan, and the body of à man, therefore there 
muſt be a third thing in man diſtinct from both, 
whoſe they are, tho. it have only the common 


name of man; when indeed there is no more in 
man but thoſe two: even fo, tho there were no 


more in God than the Vord and Spirit, (and he 
ſays no more is named in Scripture; it might be 


— ſaid, the Word of God, and Spirit of God: 


ſo that this does not prove another, or third per- 
ſon, which the Doctor ſtill wants. 


3. Thirdly, J ebſerve, that as he has loſt the. 
frit perſon, ſo even of theſe his remaining wo. 


perſons, he has confounded the characters, and 
has left no diſtinction between them: For in ſtrain- 
ing to make the Word in the divine nature, a Son, 
(I ſuppoſe, to accommodate it to the offices of the 


church, tho' he grants tis not according to the p. 6a. 


ſacred text) he has overdone it, and made them 
both Song. Since the patrons of the common 

opinions run wholly upan the characters of I alber 
and Son in the Trinity which they worſhip as the ſu- 
preme God, it was needful for him to make ſome 


pretence for applying theſe characters, which be- 


long to Chriſt's human, to the divine nature; and 
for that end to make out the relations of Father 
and Son within the one ſelf-exiſtent God, that as 
Son he may be eſteem'd one of the divine Per- 


ſons, and worthy. of the ſupreme adoration 


given him under that character, and not under 


that of abe Word. 


This was indeed a hard rafk! ſince he grants, 


the Scriptures know no Father but the one God; 
nor Son of God, but the man Chriſt, begotten by 
God by a.temporal generation. How then * 

| 23 * 
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he _ out 4 Fatber and Son in the Deity ?' Nit, 
ſays he, becauſe the Word Jubſits eternally in Gol, 
as one aud the ſame being; and becauſe God, or 
that which befides the Word and Spirit, is in God, 
is repreſented jo, as that the Word is bis; thert- 
fore we juſtly think, that ſo much of God, as is not, 
by a more particular name, diſtinguiſhed from Word 
end Spirit in Scripture, and is conceived by us as 
prior, in conſideration, to both Word and' Spirit, 
is very properly termed the eternal Father of ile 
Word, and the N 47d very properly term'd his E ter 
val Son. 

But ſince both theſe pretended Walden are 
equally apply'd by him to the Word and Spirit, 
they prove both to be Sons, or neither; and if the 
Doctor had dealt fairly, he would have faid, 
therefore, that prior thing in God, Ee. is very 
properly term'd, Ie zternal Father of the Word 
and Spirit both; and both Word and Spirit are 
very properly termed his eternal Songs. I dare 
appeal to him, if he did not ſee this, which 
is ſo manifeſt ; and if he did not reſolve to ſhew 
the matter thus partially: for, does the Word 
become God's. Son, becauſe it ſub/iſts eternally in 
him; and does nor he {ay the ſame of the Hoh 
Spirit expreſly ? Or is it Secauſe it is called the 
Word of God ? And then is not the other much 


oftner called the Spirit of God? Is not this a brave 


foundation for building the relations of Father 
and Son, and the doctrine of the eternal genera- 
tion, upon? If the Doctor had fo well confuted, 


formerly, the notion ef the eternal proceſſion, he 


has here brought in the eternal en of rhe 
Spirit, in the room of it. 

So that upon the whole, ring under the fore 
going remark ſhewn that the expreſſions, vis. 


the Ward of God, and * of God, do not im- 
ply 
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ply any tbird thing in God, (upon the Doctor's 


ſuppoſition, that they are that God) which takes 
away his pretended ground of Sonſbip; I think I 
may adventure to ſay, that the Doctor has firſt 
ſuppoſed a nameleſs Father, and then aſſigned 
him 2 Sons, and this (as he grants) without 


any direct Scripture-warrant; and yet this he 


would have believed to be the ever - Hleſſed Trini- 
ty of the Chriſtian faith. Sorry I am that the 


ſacred and awful names of the Father, the Son, 
and Holy Spirit, in the Goſpel, ſhould be thus 
fported with, and, I wiſh I may not ſay, wan- 
tonly miſapply'd. And when he had, in this 


poor trifling manner, ſtrained for ſome pretence 


to name the perſons, Father and Son, methinks 
it had been enough to ſay, that, by ſome ſort 
of analogy, one may adventure to ſpeak of them 


fo: but to ſay, Theſe are juſt thoughts of the 
divine nature, and that for theſe reaſons (which 


plainly are none) we may properly ſo ſpeak ; yea, 
and very properly too; is what I cannot well ac- 
count for. The plain truth ſeems to me to be, 
that the Doctor could not make the expreſs 
Scripture Trinity, of God the Father, and his 
only-begotten Son Jeſus Chriſt, and the Holy Spi- 
rit, agree well with the common offices of the 
church; and therefore he contrived to bring all 


the ſame three names into the firft perſon, where, 


under the name of Son (which has ſtill the ſame 
ſound, tho another ſenſc) he can ſafely worſhip 


God the Father with that ſupreme adoration, 
which he could not give to the Son of God, as 
it is meant in the Scriptures : The Son of God, 


in the Goſpel, ſignifying, as he thinks, only the 
man Chriſt, he muſt find, or make another Son, 
which is God; and then he can fay of him all, 
that others ſay and intend of the Scripture-Son 
F Cod. Z 4 And 
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And now I dare appeal to any impartial and 
: ſober-minded man, whether the Doctor found 
this airy, Jame, and inconſiſtent ſcheme . of a 
Trinity in the holy Scripture, or brought his H- 
pothefis with him, and contrived bow to force and 
ſkrew the ſacred text into a little ſeeming accom- 
- modation to it. | 5 
* To conclude: As I am firmly perſuaded the 
Doctor's notion of the Trinity is neither ex- 
prefly affirmed, nor ſo much as intimated in 
our eſtabjiſh*d liturgy; fo I cannot fee how he 
can reconcile the paſſages therein relating to the 
Trinity, to his own ſertiments; or how he can 
repeat his ſubſcription, &c. with an honeſt inte- 
grity, (which yet I believe he greatly values) 
any more than Doctor Clarke can; or how he 
can uſe the creeds and forms of devotion, which, 
without a violent interpretation, muſt, I thick, 
thwart the ſenſe of his own mind, As for in- 
ſtance ; can he, according to the A!hanafien and 
Nicene creeds, believe the San of God, who was 
not made ner created, to be begotten before ail 
worlds; and this as a branch of the catbolit 
faith, which the Scriptures teach; when fo oft 
he declares, from the Scriptures, only the mar 
Chriſt to be the Son of God, who was made and 
created; and that the Mord, or divine nature, is 
never called God's Sen, nor was ever derived or 
begotten at all of the very God, (however he 
might be termed Sen, by ſome ſubtie ſtrain, or 
mental reſervation) but is that veiy /elf- exiſtent 
God? Or elſe can he believe the Zoly Ghoft not 
to be begotten, when he has given no notion of 
tlie Sox's filiation, but what belongs equally to 
the Spirit, as. being, according to his account, 
as much begotten, as the Word or Son is? Can 
he heartily ſay, Cod of God, who owns no de- 
2 1 rivation 


* 


Dr. B8nnzT's New Theory. 361 


_ rivation of the Son? I imagine his ſenſe of ſuch 
paſſages will not be more tolerable, or leſs vio- 


lent, than Dr. Clarke's interpretation appears to 
him to be. f „ 4: 
| And therefore if there be ſo much hardſhip 


on both ſides, in ſubſcribing and uſing the public 


offices and modern creeds; ſo that ingenious 
and conſidering men are put to their ſhifts (and 
the more conſiderate, the more hardly put to it) 
how to make them conſiſt with their own ſenſe, 
and the Scripture- accounts; I heartily wiſh the 
Doctor, and all ſuch perſons, worthy of reſpect 
for their very valuable abilities, and for their di- 
ligent conſideration of religious matters, would 
in the moſt public manner ule their intereſt to 
have theſe matters fairly examined, and as ho- 
neſtly amended, in a regular calm way, where 
there may appear juſt reaſon for it ; in order to 
prevent the enſnaring or confounding mens 
minds in their holy devotions. Every man's 
head is not ſo able to carry a collection of nice 
ſcholaſtic diſtinctions to the church, and to handle 


them ſo dextrouſly, and apply them ſo nimbly to 


every article of a very hard creed, as Dr. Bennet 
may. „ 3 
I would deſire him to conſider but that one 
thing, of three perſons and one God, in the Litany, 
and creed call'd A/hanafian, what he thinks the 
people mult mean by three per ons; Himſelf con- 


feſſes, That in common ſpeech, a perſon and an in- p. ;21. | 


telligent being are the ſame ; and that in the God- 
head there are not zhree perſons in this ſenſe. 
And yet neither he nor others do, give us any 
other determinate ſenſe to fix upon. Now, as 
one would think, that words in common prayers 
ſhould be uſed, as taken in common ſpeech, be- 
cauſe people naturally will take them 1n the com- 
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'mon ſenſe ;* ſo if there be no other determinate 
ſenſe given them, I ſee not how they can avoid 


miſunderſtanding them; or how I can with hear- 


ty freedom uſe ſuch words, which I expect will 


'miflead their devotions, viz. from one God to 


three: And eſpecially, if in the ſame creed, 


where I profeſs three per/ons in God, I uſe that 
word, per/on, as apply*d to one of the three, in 
the more common ſenſe ; it will be hard (havin 

no other known ſenſe of the word) to go bo 

againſt the common ſenſe, and the very ſenſe of 
it in the ſame offices. And therefore the Doc- 
tor's inference, from his granting that the word 
perſons, 1s not taken in the common ſenſe, viz. 
That therefore there is no reaſon to wrangle about a 


phraſe, is juſt the reverſe of what ſhould be; 


for —_— rather there is reaſon to except a- 
gainſt what is out of the way of the people's ap- 
prehenſion, unleſs there be a weightier reaſon 


for it, than their edification. 


I dare appeal to the Doctor's own candour in his 
moſt ſerious moments, if in the courſe of the 
prayers in the liturgy, the Church does not in- 
tend, under the character of Father, heavenly Fa- 


ther, and everlaſting Father, to addreſs to ano- 


ther perſon, than either the Doctor, or, by his 
account, the Scriptures intend - by that name: 
for inſtead of the one ſelf-exiftent God, in whom 
he ſays the holy Trinity is included, viz. the 


Got and Father of the man the Lord Jeſus Chriſt, 


&c. (and who is always meant by that relative 
character Father in Stripture, as he declares) the 
church intends plainly, in mamy inſtances (and 
fo in the ref it will be preſumed to be in one 
and the ſame uniform ſenſe) to addreſs to only 
ent of the divine perſons, as the Father, viz. in 


riſtmas- all thoſe Col/efts, which end thus, thro* eſis wag 
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thy Son, who with thee (i. e. thee, the object of S. after 


* 


our prayers) and the Holy Ghoſt, liveib and 


* . z 


reigneth ever one God. Is not thee, or the per- 6% fe 
ſon prayed to, plainly diſtinguiſhed from the 3 
other two, which with him the Father conſti- Septuage- 


tute the one God ? EP 
And may it not be for this reaſon, that the 
church, with very great caution, has in the 
communion rubric, directed the uſual words, 
Holy Father, to be omitted at the Lord's table on 
Trinity Sunday ? perhaps leſt the people ſhould 
think they did not addreſs all the bree perſons on 
that peculiar day; but on other days, it ſeems, 
there was not any ſuch need of that cau- 


tion. I know indeed the Doctor ſays, That the P. 260. 


Father can't be worſhipped ſeparately from the 
mord: but I think it appears, it may be intend- 
ed by men to expreſs their adoration of but one of 
the perſons ſingly ; tho the Doctor may intend 
all three perſons, under the church's diſtinguiſh- 
ing character of one, viz. the Father. : 
Since then the Doctor cannot well approve 
ſuch applications to God, I hope he is by this 
time convinced of ſome difficulty in interpreting 
many paſſages in the liturgy to his own ſenſe, as 
well as Dr. Clarke, to his: only this may be ſaid 
for the latter, that he is willing to have theſe 
things examined and reformed according to the 
original ſtandard of Chriſtianity ; and owns his 
interpretation to be harſh. Let the Doctor then 
be like-minded, and not applaud ſuch notions, 
as he confeſſes are not in Scripture expreſly, (and 
J have ſhewn are not there implicitly, where he 
pretended it) vix. the relation of a Father, and 
an eternal Son, in the one ſelf-exiftent ſupreme God. 
Let him not palliate and encourage what he has 
declared to be befide the ſacred text, by ſaying 
e 2 | ” never- 


- _ nevertheleſs, it is juſt thinking, and properly and 
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very properly eating; and that he deſires the 
uſe of ſuch words in an uncommon (and fo far a 


dangerous) ſenſe, may be continued till better be 


ſubſtituted ; but let him endeavour what he can 


to get ſuch ſubſtituted by them on whom hes the 


care of the church for its edification. I hope he 


will feriouſly repreſent to them, how much more 


ealy it will be to ſave the public offices, and 
the miniſtry from diſreſpect, when none ſhall 
ſuſpect any of ſubſcribing or uſing ſuch forms of 
devotion, as thwart the true ſenſe of their un- 


% * 


biaſs d minds. 


I may conceive the more hopes of this from 


the reverend Doctor, who is not ſo bound up by 


P. 264. 


old prejudices, nor paſt deciſions of /ynods, nor 
by a ſuperſtitious reverence for what the church 
profeſſes; but that he will oppoſe a doctrine in- 
conſiſtent with the holy Scriptures, 7f our church, 
did never ſo expreſiy efirm it. Tis honeſtly and 
generouſly ſpoken : And I muſt acknowledge he 


has not evil-entreated others, who uſe the ſame 


a but with Chriſtian candor and breeding 
has pleaded his own cauſe. EEE 

And tho I cannot find the /ele# topics men- 
tion'd in his Preface, which ſhall convince the bt 
underſtandings, and ſatisfy every reader, becauſe 
I myſelf, being among the latter, am not ſatiſ- 
fy'd by his arguments; yet ſhall I be very glad 
if this, or his other zealous ſervices done or in- 
tended for the church, may gain him ſuch eſteem 
and influence with his reverend brethren of the 
Clergy, as may render him of great uſe to pro- 
mote the truth, and to refify ſomę things, more 
than he has rectify'd Dr. Clarke*s notions: of the 
Trinity; that ſo by approving ourlelyes to God, 
in a fincere love of e ruth, and by an honeſt 
"I EE nee © «© 
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manifeſtation of that truth, commending 751 
to the conſciences of men, as in the Jight of Gods. 
we may, all of us, come to the unity of the faith 
(as I hope we ſhall, after al! our diverſity of 
thoughts in theſe matters) and of the knowledge of 
the Son of God, unto a perfect man, unto the mea- 
ſure of the ſtature of the fulneſs of Chriſt ; that 
ſo, with joyful harmonious concord, we may 
give bleſſing, and honour, and glory, to Him 


who fitteth upon the throne, and to the Lamb far 


ever and ever. Amen. 


The 
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REMARKS o a Book, intitled, 
The Doctrine of the Bleſſed Tri- 
nity ſtated and defended, &c. 

INTRODUCTION. 

HIS effort from the united ſtrength of 
Four, and them of no leſs à character 
tha LONDON MINISTE RS, and 
ſpeedily recommended by a brother for mf 
eminent Miniſters *, will give no uneaſineſs, I think, Cum. 
to their adverſaries, nor any way endanger their ming's 
cauſe with ſuch as underſtand it. But ſince the Advice, 
hope of theſe united defenders of the vulgar no- 7: 
tions, or rather their phraſes, is, that ſome ho- 
neſt unſettled minds of their party and denomina- 
tion may with more attention hearken to their old. 
acquaintance, they are willing to try what they 
can do upon the ſcore of friendſhip, p. 2. And 
accordingly, the Gentleman in the rear has ap- 
plied hard to their paſſions, with the flattering car- 
nal perſuaſions of a friend, rather than to their 
judgments and conſciences with the honeſty of a 
faithful guide, as we ſhall ſee hereafter. © 

Now, to prevent their abuſing the weaknels of 
their honeſt bewildred friends by deceitful arts, 
and by creating imaginary horrors in the dark, 
I-judge' it not amiſs to give a ſhort and general 
account of the performance of each of the Four. 

And tho I may. ſometimes ſpeak of them ſingly, 

as each has done his part, yet I ſhall uſually 

Join them together in the plural number: for _— 
.. | Aa . 1 
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REEL 
On Mr Tong's 8. Introduftion. 


R. Tong is ſet firſt to ſmooth the way with 

ſoft and ſupple words, with profeſſions of 
great humility, te, derneſs, and charity, and re- 
verend regard to the ſacred Scriptures: but it is 
not without ſome inſtances, now and then, of 
ſmooth deceitful turns. He inſinuates, pag. 1. 
That it is too true to be denied, and too manife eſt to be 
ronceaPd by them, that ſome among themſehves who 


Have been trained up to have the greateſt value for 


Scripture- revelation, have been wrought upon to 
call in queſtion an article of faith fully and fre- 
ney aſſerted both in the Old and New Teftament. 

ſhould ſeem by this, that thoſe whom he has in 


view, are gone off trom their value of Scripture- 


revelation, and therefore reject what is fully af- 
ſerted in the Old and New Teſtament, Now this 


Was not ſo manifeſt, but that if he had concealed 


it, it had been ſtill unheard of by me, and many - 


others: but if he intends by this to reproach thoſe 


men who like not hig, or his brethren's explica- 
tions of the Trinity, it is an unrighteous ſlander 
upon them, who expreſs a much greater value 
for the ſacred Scriptures, than thoſe who eſteem 
the Aſſembly's Catechiſm and Confeſſion' far better 
vouchers of a man's orthodox faith, than the 
Bible. And if thoſe whom he thus defames, re- 
ject his and his brethren's human compoſures, it 
is becauſe they are unſcriptural, and afferted nei- 


ther in the Old nor New Teſtament. - And there- 
fore, | 


in 


n. 


ek 


four London-Miniſters. 


fore, let him be as forward as he pleaſes to /uſpe# 
them, they hold faſt to the Oracle of God, ANT, 7 
whoſe firſt principles, that of three . per/ons, and 
them the one God, | hath no place in the Apoſtle's 
enumeration of them; Heb. 6..1, Nor do any 
of them, that I know, queſtion the proper (for he 
does not ſay the ſupreme) Godbead of Feſus Chriſt, 
which he begins with; but they readily grant, 
that the Son has his proper Godhead, and the Ta- 


ther his proper Godhead alſo, if that will. give 


ſatisfaction, a * 

I blame not his zeal, p. 4. in a charitable con- 
tention for the faith once (or of old) delivered to 
the Saints, which is in the ſacred Writings ; but 
what is this to the nem faith and form of later 
ages, tho there were ten thouſand of them? His 


brethren are as zealous as he in contending for 


the Faithful Word taught by the Apoſiles, and for 
convincing ſuch gain/ayers as would. impoſe an- 
other rule and teſt of faith and Chriſtian com- 
niucion than the ſafe and ſure word of Chriſt : 
Let that dwell richly in us; and if we have not a 
word of the Aſſembly's Catechiſm, we may yet do 
n i. 1 

This ſmooth Gentleman, I am loth to ſay, 
creeps in unawares, p. 5. to deny the oniy Lord 
God, by giving away his title to another :. but 
he gives a very perverting turn of the text, 


Jade 4. for inſtead of denying the only Lord God, 


and our Lord Jeſus Chrift, he would make but one 
perfon of the whole, by rendring it thus; denying 
that only ſovercign God and Lord of ours, Feſus 
Chrift.. As if Jetus Chriſt was the only ſovereign 
Cd; notwithſtanding his own words, John 17. 3. 
giving that character to his Father only; who 
alone is ſaid to be the God in that ſenſe wherein 
there , 18 but one God, 1 Cor. 8. 0. But 48 the 


word gernsr15, Lord, is never certainly once ap- 
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plied to Feſus Chriſt ; (whence good critics have 
concluded, that paſſage, 2 Pet. 2. 1. denying the 
Lord that bought them, can belong only to God 
the Father, who ranſom*d them; anſwerable te 
Deut. 32.) fo the text itſelf here plainly diſtin- 
guiſhes two perſons, the Lord Gad, and the Lord 
Chriſt; why elſe is the character of Lord doubled? 

As well he might turn the words 1 Cor. 1. 3. (and 
other like texts) thus, 'viz. Grace be tt you from 
that God our Father and Lord, even Jeſus Chriſt. 
To be fure this is a ſtrong and clear way of proving 
Jeſus Chriſt to be the one only God! But coming 
from true friends, it may perhaps do with ſome 
old acquaintance ;, tho ſuch doubtful ſtrained inter- 
pretations will never determine others that are but 
indifferent before. 5 „ 

I am glad to find him, in the name of his 
brethren, condemning the «ſe of external force in 
matters of religion, p. 3. I wiſh they may con- 
tinue in that mind long. But methinks this does 

not well agree with their pretended triumphs 
over error, p. 7. which, tho it is flily enough 
paſſed over there, were, we know, the conqueſts 

of earthly power, and the triumphs of cruelty 
and violence. So the beaſt made war with the 
witneſſes, and overcame and killed *em, Rev. 11. 7. 
We confider, when preſently after the Reformation 
ſome ſtood up to revive opinions diſhonourable to our 
Lord Feſus Chriſt, ſay our authors, God raiſed up 

_ others to oppoſe them ; and after ſome ſtruggle, the 
true faith prevailed, antl error fell before it. But 
ſurely, if they had conſider'd it well, they would 
never have encouraged themſelves by ſuch ex- 
amples; for with what 8 was it that theſe 
errors fell, and their faith prevailed? Was it not 
by carnal weapons, by blood, laughter, and 

fire? So Servetus fell; and fo Calvin prevailed 
by help pf a capital edi& the year before that 
SLY Rn execution; 
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execution; and fo Yalent. Gentilis fell in Bern; 
and fo Cramer here prevailed againſt ſome whom 
he got to be burnt for Arians in King Edward 


VI's reign : but behold, when his own turn came 


to endure the like, he grievouſly retracted; and if 
he died a martyr, it was when his ape/*a/fy would 


not procure his deliverance. Biſhop Burnet has Hit. of 
made a remark on fuch perſecuting practices of Refor 7.2, 


the firſt reformers : they were generally violent 
patrons for external force in matters of N . Z 
they wrote openly in defence of it“. An 


to theſe London-MinisTERs, and fit to 
be glory'd in? If the methods of ſuch as Calvin 
and Beza, and others at home, are their en- 
couragement, we muſt fear the meaning of it 
under all theſe ſoft words; the voice indeed is 
: Jacobs, — i wt 

Next we are told of the ſucceſs (aſcribed by 
them to God) againſt hoſe errors, during the con- 
fuſions of the civil wars in England, by books 
and public diſputations appointed. Now I remem- 
ber one ſuch diſputation was appointed between 
Mr. Biddle (ſee his Life) and one Jobn Griffin a 
paſtor of ſome called Anabapriſts : but before the 
ſecond day for diſputation came, Mr. Biddle was 
clapt up in priſon, and was afterward baniſh*d 
into the ifles of Scilly: and ſo error fell once 
more, -- | | 3 
The next boaſted period, is the reign of the 
_ glorious Riug William; when the Antitrinitarians 


fool heart, and grew numerous; when —_— 
x 


with oppoſition from Dr. Stillingfleet, and the 7 
Edwards's, &c. whoſe labours were a ſeaſonable 


Ut, quo quiſque modo volet, colat deum, eſt dogma 
mere digbolicum, 7. e. That every one ſhould avorſbip God as 
he likes beſt, is a deviliſh tenet ——— and 8 Ps liberty. 
Bezz Epilt. ad Dudithium. T. K. | 


was 
their example ſuch an encouraging conſideration 


A a 3 ſervice 
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ervice to 7 1 church of God... But King Willi * 
was not Wi ling to be made a perſecutor, tho the 
diſſenters lay hard at him, in their a dreſs by 
Dr. Bates, to ſtop the preſs, anno 1697. A 


therefore, tho one diſcouraging. act was paſſed, 
the Antitrinitarigns continued to grow numerous 


ſtill, for all that Dr. Sinn feet, and many more, 
could do. by writing. And if, I am not de- 
ceiv*d, that learned iſhop acquitted himſelf ſo 
indifferently j in the controverſy againſt Mr. Locke, 
that. he had as little ſatisfactjon himſelf, as 'he 
had ſucceſs with others, in DIGG in that 
matter 1 | 

Once again, The laſt encouraging precedent, 
theſe miniſters ſet before them, is the /peedy and 
effefiual flop put to theſe errors in Dublin by the 
ſolid and cloſe reaſonings of their reverend brother, 
Mr. Boyle. I his is a pretty freſh inſtance, in 
which the world cannot caſily be impoſed on by 
A deceitful relation; it refers to my own caſe, 
Now, it is well known by what means a ſtop 
was put to the ppen and free ſpreading of my 
book and arguments in Dublin ; it was done im- 
mediately by he ſolid and cloſe reaſoning of the 
Lord Chief Juſtice*s warrant for ſeizing the Author 
and impreſſion, and ſo ſuppreſſing the books; 
and by binding him over to his trial, in order to 
a fne and cloſe impriſonment, Here was ſome ſtop 
indeed put; but it is hoped and believed zhe/e 
cloſe and ſolid reaſonings were not at all of their 
brother Boyſe's contriving, - tho of ſome other 
diſſenters, But to inſinuate that Mr, Bayſe's book 
did the work, is a groſs piece of deceit in ſuch 
who know better; how that it was done long be- 
fore he wrote, and that after the Author was ; faſt 
bound, and moſt of the hooks ſuppreſs'd, then 
their brother fel! upon him. And * if his 


cloſe reaſoning had ſuch guckt W how 


comes 


four London-Miniſters. 
comes it to paſs, that when reprinted at London, 


it could put no effectual ſtop; .= or late, to 


theſe pretended errors here? I ſuppoſe the r__ 
ing was as ſolid on this ſide the water, as on the 
other; only there wanted the ſolid reaſons of goal 
and external force, and fo it fail*d of ſucceſs. Theſe 
miniſters knew it was more taking and credible 
to impute the effect to ſolid reaſoning, than to the 
magiſtrate's terror; and theretore, tho not very 
honeſtly, ſeem willing to uſe a little deceit to diſ- 
guiſe the matter. 

So that here is ſcarce one period of time re- 
ferred to, nor inſtance of the ſucceſs ſo much 
boaſted of, given us, but Where violence and 
cruelty ſeem to have done more in the caſe than 
truth and argument : and I would aſk theſe gen- 
tlemen, if ever they knew . Ariani/m, or even 
popery, failed of ſome ſucceſs, when they had 
ſuch ſolid arguments in their cauſe, and their 
advocates could diſpute with legions at their beck ? 
And ſince they ſtick not to rell us, that it is from 
ſuch precedents as theſe that they take their en- 


couragement and pattern, and rejoice and boaſt 


in them, they ought not to wonder, as in pag. 5. 
if they hear it already ſuggeſted that they are ready 
to uſe carnal weapons too, if ihey had them in their 
power : for it is not from a want of candor and 


charity, as is infinuated, or from preſuming to 


know the heart, but becauſe men come to this 
knowledge by a fair and rational deduction: and 


therefore if they do wrong them in their cenclu- 
fon, (which I can willingly hope to be ſo) yet I 
am fure they ought to find very eaſy forgiveneſs, 
from thoſe who have unawares laid down ſuch 
Premiſes as will naturally inter it. And tho I will 
not charge them with the conſequences which 
themſelves ſo exprelly renounce, yet I wiſh they 


had been ſo ingenubus as not to triumph in ſuch 


Aa 4 . inſtances 


beside an ade. 


anden of ſucceſs, which was gained by thoſe 
methods they profeſſedly condemn, and not 
at => fach roetheda * een here propound 
As to their brethren who a are.c banging ther pris 
4 ciples, they adviſe them, p. 12. to free and 
open in all places; and that when preſſed with 
their real ſentiments by thoſe that are diſſatisfied, 
they will not raiſe an artificial cloud of ambigu- 
ous phraſes, and ſo get off for the preſent ; and 
this in order to projercs ſound and entire their 
incerify. 

Now, if I $A not, this 6 An (if they 
have the ſame regard as their brethren for ſin- 
cerity) will equally touch theſe gentlemen, and 
the brethren of the ſubſcribing parry, to the 
quick : for I find they are as good artiſts at re- 
ſerve in their faith, and hate to be open and 
free when preſſed to declare whether they hold 
Father, Son, and Spirit, to be but one Infinite 
Spirit, or three; that is, indeed, whether they 
be three infinite Gods, (as others judge of it, 
according to their Catecbiſin's definition of a God, 
tho they will not ſay this) or one. This muſt 
be a very important point, and I wonder it ſhould 
be à queſtion whether it be ſo or not; for to 
miſtake one infinite, eternal, unchangeable Spi- 
rit, &c. for three ſuch, muſt introduce the 
greateſt confuſion and falſbood into our conceptions, 
affedtions and devotions : nay, to worſhip one 
ſupreme God the Father, and another ſabordi- 
nate Lord, or God, Heb. 1. 8, cannot make ſo 
wide a difference from them who hold but one 
ſupreme God and a Mediator, as to worſhip bree 
co-grdinate equal Gods or —_— Spirits; ſo that 
it will be . hardly - poſſible, by theſe miniſters prin- 
ciples, for them to worſhip God oleh 
CAPE ck —— , 

: Why 


e not e declare freed 


matter? whether they believe in three 
nal minds, or but one? and if they have not 
divided enough already, . make another ſub- 


diviſion, and exclude Sabellians or Tritbeifts ? 
'Tis hypocriſy to ſtrain at a gnat and ſwallow 


a camel; to caſt out them called Arians, and to 
admit worſe. No, no, let em put this queſtion 
home, and come to a ſcrutiny, if their zeal be 


and 
openly in all companies what their faith is in * 


ſincere and uniform; or let em declare them- - 


ſelves when they are preſſed ; let em be boneſt 


and open, if they pleaſe. 


Inſtead of this when preſſed, 1 hear theſe 


men are either ſullen or reſerved and raiſe arti- 
ficial clouds to get off ; and pray to be excuſed, 
tho it be in as plain and important a caſe as the 


other, in which — will not excuſe their brethren. 


Let them purge themſelves here, or they will be 
but ill adviſers to ſincerity in others. If they 
fay they are not clear in this, nor pretend to 
know it, then I pray let others have the benefic 
of their doubts alſo, in other points: yet me- 
thinks 'tis ſcarce credible they ſhould not be clear 
in what they do hold here; for can they worſhip 
22 Son, and Spirit, and not know whether 


ey intend to direct it to tree intelligent Beings 


rs hear them, or but one? The Words, * 


Cod, may be variouſly explained by them; 
their own ideas are determined one way or 2 


if they pray with any underſtanding at all: if not, 
ſurely they may bear with joint confuſion of de- 
votions, when «they have each ſo much of it 
ingly in himſelf; and ſhould forbear to aſk others 
too many queſtions, till they have aſked (and 


anſwered) themſelves this great queſtion, Do I 
addreſs to one infinite Power and Wiſdow, or to 


{Pye that are alike infinite ? - I amJure tis à very 
| 80 ſerious 


N 


3 95 4 wh 
278 — Remarks on "the 
| 37 ; 


Ferious aud needful queſtion for every man to put 
to his own. heart, when he bows his knee in 
worſhip. Ap 

-* Theſe Authors ſeem, P. 13. to hy the great 
ſtreſs of the matter in debate on this, viz. Whe- 
ther the Son and Spirit be of the ſame ſubſtance with 

_ the Father? Which is to abuſe the world, by 
fetting them to difpute about what they know no- 

thing 27 and is one of the needle/s and dangerous 
explications, which p. 22. they call a Snare, and 

which does not concern their happineſs, I think 

| the great and concerning queſtion is, whether 
the Son and Spirit have the very fame dignity and 

aui hority, the ſame dominion and ſame relation to 

' us as the Father has, or at leaſt as great as his 
when compared together. This we may learn 

from Scripture, and by this our eſteem and duty 
jz to be guided. Our duty is not grounded on 
notions of philoſophy about God's ſuzſtance, 
but on God's dominion over us, his intereſt in, 

his benefits to, and goverment of us, let his ſub- | 

ſtance be whatſoever it is. 

--*Tis a ftrange aſſertion, „ hat the Cod. 

head of the Holy Spirit ſhould be thought the primary 

article of revealed religion, and yet that he ſhould 

never once be called God in that revelation, nor 

woe his fervants, or church, nor once bid to praife 

or pray to him, or to aſcribe glory and dominion 
to > him. And ſo I leave Mr. 7. ag: 8 Introdu#tion. 


CHAP. II. 


on Mr. Robinſon's State of the Queſtion and 
OY and proof” g the Ti renity.... 


E fays, p. 16. his Oppoucet and dhe Mi 
niſters fully agreed that there 7s none other 


Ge? but one, 1 Cor. 8 8. 4. True, tis agreed ſo in 
. words; 


* 


fer, Lon don-Mini ſters. 


words ; but tis argued that yet in very deed ſuck 
Trinitarians do ſet up three Gods, equal in power 
and glory, by their doctrine, whatever be done 
in their unexpreſſible confuſed thoughts. Their 


adverſaries maintain they can ſhew one complete, 


ſupreme, all- perfect God, who is not the Son, 


nor Spirit, but diſtinét from both: There is one 


Spi rit, ane Lord, and one God and Fal ber 0 all, 
who is in all, &c. Eph. 4 4. 47 5» 6. And ere- 
fore if there be but one «who is God, and no ol bar 
but he, they conclude they haye found him in the 
Father, and that no other but he can be that Su- 
preme God. 

But his next paragraph is intolerably aſſuming, 
falſe, and uncharitable ; for, p. 17. he ſays, Thar 


next to the queſtion, Mo or what this one God 


is ? he fears the main 7 between us will be 
found 10 be, Whether the Divine Being is not more 
clearly and fully known to theſe very wiſe men, 


than to the all-wiſe G O D himſelf ? at leaſt, Whe- 


ther they are not able to ſpeak more juſt than be 
has thought fit to do of bimſelf in the ſacred Script 
turen. 

Here is a dreadſul crime indeed, of the high- 


eſt magnitude, charged on his brethren... What! 


can any man living be guilty of this more than 


Luciferian pride, viz, to think or to doubt that 


he may poſſibly know the Almighty to greater 
perfection than he knows himſelf? Are there 
ſuch among his brethren ? I can't think there 
is ſuch a'monſter on earth. To queſtion the 
divine Being, is not ſo abſurd as to ſuppoſe I am 
. wiſer than he. Surely there ſhould be good evi- 
dence of this aſtoniſhing wickedneſs and folly 
charged on his brethren ; the rather, becauſe * tis 
ſo incredible, as well as ſo abominable. 
But if never any one of them propounded ſuch 


a doubt, nay, never had ſuch a doubt in them, 
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but truly believed and profeſſed they knew not 


the great God fully as himſelf does ; and there- 
fore cared not to ſpeak, or require others to 
ſpeak of him, but in his own, i. e. the Scripture 
expreſſions, for fear they ſhould talk fooliſhly, 
and not fo juſtly and exaly as he has ſpoken of 
himſelf : I ſay, if this be the real truth, then 
what an unrighteous flander, nay what a cruel 
and falſe infinuation is thisz and that from one 
who profeſſes to be ſerious in religion? Perhaps 
he will hearken to his preceding brother's words 


on a thouſand- fold leſs occaſion, p. 4. This is a 


. ſpecimen of ſome mens ſingular candor and charity 


for us: we wiſh they would confider whoſe prero- 
gative they now aſſume, and what is become of that 
modeſty and tenderneſs, of which they have been 
uſed to /peak. Do they come by this knowledge of 
us by rational deduftion? Their brethren have 
never given, I believe, any real ground for this 
worſt of calumnies, but quite the contrary, by 
chuſing to have no teſt of faith in the Trinity, 
but the Scripture expreſs words. ; 

And *tis {till more intolerable and diſingenuous, 
if this ſo black an accuſation, laid upon others, 
ſhall be found to come from /uch as have acted 


ſuitably to that very principle wary Ally reproach 


others with; and from ſuch too as have been 
paſſionately offended with their brethren, for act- 
ing ſo as to avoid the ſuſpicion of preſuming to 
ſpeak more exactly of God than the ſacred Scrip- 
tures do, and for their not hearkning to theſe 
very wiſe men, who would have drawn 'em into 
a probable fuſpicion of that crime they ſtill 


charge em with: I ſay, if theſe very miniſters, 


. A 


as if indeed they were able to ſpeak more juſtly 
of God than himſelf has done, did urge their 
brethren to ſubſcribe frange explications of the 
Trinity, and words of human wiſdom ; 10 if 
. . wy ei 
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their brethren, as humbly judging none can ſpeak 
ſo wiſely of God as himſelf, refuſed it: if this 
indeed be the cafe, I muſt be aſtoniſh'd. at the 
uncharitable injurious confidence of theſe very 
men, to charge em fo falſly (not only without, 
but againſt plain and open evidence) with 4 
crime; to keep themſelves - clear whereof, they 
are forced to endure the diſpleaſure, if not aban- 
don the communion of theſe brethren, their 
unrighteous accuſers. Had they ſaid indefi- 
nitely, this was the great queſtion between their 
brethren and others, Whether men might know 
and ſpeak more juſtly of the great God, than 
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himſelf ? Sc. it had perhaps rather been thought 


currently, that really theſe miniſters had owned 


the thing, and taken that ſide of the queſtion to 
themſelves, which their unſcriptural teſts and 
impoſitions are ſo fully correſpondent to, and had 
wrought in many a jealouſy of : but to turn it 
upon the haters and _ of it, is not ſo much 
art, as ſomething elſe, which is more amazing. 


ture ſays not any where, That the Father alone (ex- 
clufive of all others) is the one God; when we find 
it ſo often, John 17. 3. 1 Cor. 8. 4, 5, 6. Eph. 4. 
6. but never find that the hre are the one God. 
They tell us, p. 21. We, who have av notion 


of a greater or leſſer in the Godbead, do think, that 


wherever that belongs, it muſt equally belong ; and 
conſequently, that *tis not any one of the. th?ee, 
but that theſe three are the one Supreme God. 
Methinks they who can form no notion of 
(and therefore reje) a greater and leſi in the God- 
head, or of different degrees of compariſon in 
the /upreme God, ſhout? find ir as hard (and 
therefore not own) to have any notion of equals, 


3. C. 


By this one may ſee with what ſpirit this was 
written. | 04 


'Tis a vain ſuggeſtion, p. 23. That the Scrip- 
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i. e. of any ee at all, in the one God: 
I think the unity may as much exclude equality, 


as the ſupremacy exclude inferiority. If they have 
ſuch a notion of equals in one God, I hope they 


Will let us know it; if they have none, that they 


will not maintain one point, of which they have 
no notion, when they for this reaſon diſown the 
other: and whether it be a conſequence or not, 
I think it a bold word, that not any one of the 
three is the one ſupreme God. It ſeems then the 


God and Father of our Lord Chriſt, is not the 
one only true God, tho the Apoſtle ſays he is 


the one God and Father, &c. Eph. 4. 6. tis Os, 
then it muſt be ſaid, Chriff is not the ſupreme 
God, and that the ſupreme Ged was not incar- 
nate, for the Son is but one of the three; and 


that when we worſhip the Son to the glory. of 


the Father, Phil. 2. 11. *tis not to the glory of 
the one ſupreme God. It uſed to be faid, that 


each has the whole eſſence, and is perfect God; 


but with theſe men, not any one of them is the 
one God, So that we worſhip not the one God 
by Chriſt, unleſs we worſhip Chriſt himſelf thro? 
himſelf. 

One would think they ſhould ſee, how the 
Chriſtian Religion is abuſed by ſuch notions ; 
and that men of ſuch tender and dark ſchemes 
(fram'd upon conſequences, as they ſay) ſhould nor 
puſh for a (crutiny, nor be rough in preſſing 
others to approve *em. Are theſe the plain Scrip- 
ture conſequences that are to be regarded as reve- 


lation ? Is this the one determinate ſenſe of Scrip- 


ture which all muſt agree in, or be excluded their 
communion ? Many will be ready to ſay, To 


their aſſembly, my ſoul, be not united, if they re- 


nounce the firſt article of their creed, J believe 


in the one God the Father. | 


| Nay, | 
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Nay, if I miſtake not, they herein contradict 
the very articles of the Church of England, and 
the Athanafian Creed, which they have ſubſcriled 
in courts of public record ;. for the ſecond article 
ſays expreſly, that in the perſon of C hriſt there 
are joined two cobole and per fed natures, i. e. the 
whole and perfect godbead, and whole manhood; 
and yet I think neither the Father nor Spirit are 
ſuppoſed to be ſo perſonally joined, but the Son 

only. It ſays alſo, that the Son, the Word of the. 
Father, is the very and eternal God. I ſuppoſe this 
means the one ſupreme God, which theſe men de- 
ny any one of the | three to be. And the Atha- 
ſan creed ſays, that each Perſon by himſelf is God, 
i. e. without including the other to. | 

Nov, if fidelity to their public confeſſions made. 
em ſo forward to repeat voluntarily their ſub- 
ſcription to the firſt article, and to urge it on 
their brethren; then why not to this ſecond arti- 
cle alſo, and to the eighth? Why do they not 
propound the A Creed for a tet ? or do 
they all agree, that *tis fitter for a chymiſt than a 
Chriſtian ? Their fidelity to their ſubſcriptions. 
and confeſſ ons is not glorious enough to be boalted 
of (p. 8.) if they reſt in ſuch a lame defectivt 
declaration as this, viz. for one article only, 
when yet there are ſeveral more, relating to the 
ſame ſubject, which I doubt they gainday in theſe. | 
* Not any of the three is the one ſupremm 


'Tis ſaid by em, Me pretend not to ſay bow theſe 


three are diſtinguiſhed from each other, but leave it 


to thoſe who are bold enough to ſpeak of it N 
ibe Scriptures. 1 

But then, who are they that are ſo bold 2 to 
fay, they are diſtinguiſhed as three Perſons, and 


Jet do not ſay whether as three Beings ? And 
| tis for this reaſon the bord name of Kn. 


1 FO, the + A 15 


is put upon 
1. that Fatber, Son, and Spirit, are hut th 
fame one vumeritul Being, and ſo" by neceſſary' 
conſequence, all alike incarnate ; the divine na- 
oi of the Pale, a5 un ay) that 8 tho 850, 


if it be one and the ſame under both names 


4 


For, he who ſays the Father*s infinite divine na- 


ture 13 not incarnate, and that the Sons is fo; 
ſays indeed (not by remote unſcen conſequence, 
but) directly, had: there are 90 infinite divine 
natures, one that is, and one that is not z or he 
ſpeaks open contradictions, too groſs, I doubt, 
to e room for the charitable plea, that he 
does not ſee-it. And I preſume, the ſubſcribing 
impoſing party of Satters-ball-Meeting may ſub- 
divide again as hotly as before, whenever their 


zeal of contending for the faith ſhall direct to 
a-new teſt to find out who are for One, and * 


for three infinite minds. 

And if they are fo eautious ad modeſt; not to 
1 how theſe three are diſtinguiſhed, how'came they 
to be ſo bold to ſay how they are united, viz. in- 
to one God? ſince they cannot produce half the 


Seripture- evidence for their being all three the 


one God, as there appears to be, for their being 
zbree' di flint? minds or ſpirits : "neither the one 
nor the other are faid in exprefs terms, either 
that they three are the one God, or that they are 
three perſons. And it ſeems themſelves racitly 


confeſs, they know, not whether they are on? 


infinite 


1 3 or they . who held one 
* were condemn d as Sella, by che 


„ The Tautouſ 
- and'the ff ſame 
Homouſfians, i. e. by 


i. e. the Sabelliaus ſay the 2 Subſtance, not conſubſtantial. 


| 2 n. Her. 76. 80 that the 
4 ae one fingle 22 of the 45 Perſons, was 


—— hereſy, . 


ee 'em, as due to 4 ho 


ſe that held the Father and Son to 
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infinite * not, by their not venturing to de- 
clare in this fundamental, when preſß d, whether 
they believe them to be one or three ſuch: that 
is, as Others think, whether they are united as one 
God, or as three in reality, tho they abhor the 
latter in words. And indeed if they were but 
agreed in this grand point, I don't think they 
want boldneſs enough to ſay it. 

But, to tell the truth, they are no more agreed 
about the unity of the three, than about their 
diſtinction, which alſo they acknowledge; for the 
one is connected with the other: and if they can't 
ſay whether they are diſtinguiſn'd as three minds, 
or not, then they can't ſay neither whether they 
are united in an anion of three infinite minds, or 
in the fingle «nity of one: ſo that they cannot 
yet tell what they mean by the words one Goa, 
under which phraſe they worſhip different ob- 
jects, as *tis differently underſtood by the Sabel- 
lians and Tritheifts, And yet this confuſion of 
devotion, it ſeems, does not hinder theſe ſcrupu- 
lous men from joining in the ſame worſhip, while 
they are ſo cautious to exclude others, who as 
much agree with each of them, as they among 
themſelves. ; | | 

And are not theſe fit men to preſcribe to their 
brethren, and to caſt out of communion ſuch as 
differ from them in ſome notions or expreſſions, 
who know not their own mind, at leaſt will not 
be ſo /incere, as freely and openly to tell it, in the 


* 


greateſt article of all religion, natural and re- 


vealed, viz. the unity of God? vo that it 
ſeems to be rather humour and miſguided paſſion 
in the caſe, than any rational grounds they have 
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to go upon. For why may there not as ealily 
be conceived an union of ſubordinate beings into 


one, as of three co-ordinate into one? Therefore 
let em be no more preſumptuous in ons point 
Vo. II. B b than 


. 
* 


than in the other. Their brethren, I hope, are 
maadeſt, and humbly content to keep to the 
- Scripture z but tbo, think, are the preſuming 
men, who affect to be wiſe above what is written, 
and to equal their lame conſequences and infer- 
ences with the ſacred text, and who preſs rigo- 
rouſly to have the one determinate ſenſe of Scrip- 
; ture in fundamentals received by all, while they 
have no determinate ſenſe themſelves, either of 
the divine Unity, or of the Trinity, 
They ſeem to threaten us with ſome future 
diſcovery that they have in deſign, which will 
make us alter our notions of the term Father 
in the Scripture, p. 22. Perhaps, ſay they, thy 
may hereafter ſee reaſon to agree with us, that the 
term [Father] does not every where denote the per- 
ſon /o called, but is oft to be underſtood of the divine 
eſſence abſolutely conſidered. It ſeems then they 
are already agreed in it, that the Father does 
not always denote bim who is called Father, 
(that is ſomething hard) but it means ſomething 
that is either no perſon at all, (as if there were 
any ſuch eſſence or intelligent nature that is no 
perſon) but a mere abſtracted metaphyſical no- 
tion, or ele is all Three perſons together; ſo that 
the Father ſhall ſignify Bim who is, or rather then 
who are Father, and Son, and Holy Spirit toge- 
ther, or any one of em ſingly, according as they 
ſhall have occaſion for it to make out their ſcheme ; 
and then they may be gentlemen of a new ſcheme 
WW | | | 
What wretched work will theſe men make with 
the goſpel? The term God they have thus con- 
founcled already; it muſt be, with them, ſome- 
times the divine eſſence abſtractly conſidered, 
ſometimes all three perſons, ſometimes only the 


Father, ſometimes the Son, and ſometimes oof 
{ | the 
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four London Miniſters. 
the Holy Spirit, without any marks of diſtinction, 


but what their fancies ſuggeſt. Now it ſeems here 


is not confuſion enough already, but we muſt 
have the word Father too, to paſs thro' all the 
ſame varieties of ſenſe, (and indeed the terms 
Father and God ſtick fo cloſe, that they will go 


together ;) and I judge it will be as eaſy to prove 


the Son to ſtand for the ever/aſting Father, and for 
the Spirit too; and the Spirit to be a common 
name to all the three perſons. And fo each of 
the three, at this rate, -ſtanding for all the three, 
or for any of the three, will make ſo many 
changes, that it will be hard if men hereafter 
ſhould be at a loſs to defend all ſchemes and hy- 
potheſes, or to agree in any. Thus theſe gentle- 
men are conſulting the edification of the Church, 
and the reputation of the ſacred Scriptures after a 
brave manner ! What will they make - the Bible 
ſignify in this way, when no man ſhall know 
what God, and Father, and Chriſt, ftand for? 
This is making Chriſtianity a ſport of words, 
and will give more occaſion for Mr. Smith, than 
he had, p. 46. to ſay, What, uſe may they ſay, can 


fuch a book be of, or what likehbood that it is from 


God? And all this from a vain affectation of in- 
creaſing myſteries, and deſpiſing the plain eaſy 
ſenſe of the goſpel, and the ſimplicity of the 
antient Creed, in compariſon of the modern ſcho- 
laſtic harmony, of no value nor regard in this 


caſe. 


Nay, this poſition of theirs is contrary to one 
of the creeds in their harmony, p. 64. which 


_ thys the name Father is proper to the Father, 


therefore not common to the three. I now come 


to his evidence. 
This evidence is fir/} from the Old Teſtament, 


p. 24. whence ſome things belonging there to the 


B b 2 | ſupreme 


Net 


Ramarl on 7 22 


ſupreme God, as he thinks, are applied to Chriſt 


in iche M. ew. 

(1. t God, the great God, ſays, that 
the Iſraelites tempted. me, Plal. 95. 9. and the A- 
poſtle, x Cor. 10. 9. ſays, Let us not tempt Chriſt, 
as they tempted; he would infer that Chriſt was 
that ſame great God above all Gods, Whereas, 
firſt, tis not ſaid by the Apoſtle that they tempted 
Chriſt at all; and ſome copies, inſtead of Chrif 

in the firſt part of the text, read God, Nor, 
ſecondly, i is it certain that tis the ſame temptation 
which in that ↄſalm is referred to. Nor, thirdly, 
if it were ſo, that they tempted Chriſt as God's 
angel, acting in his perſon and name, from hea- 
ven, (while Moſes was his ſervant on earth) is 
it at all ſtrange they ſhould be ſaid to tempt 
God therein, tho another being above him. They 
might tempt both in the ſame act at once; as 
he who believed on Chriſt, &elieved therein on 
Bim that ſent him, and yet not the ſame perſon, 
Fobn 12. 44, 45. and he that deſpiſed the Apoſtles, 
deſpiſed Feſus Chriſt, Luke 10. 16. and alſo di- 
ſpiſed him that ſent him: And yet God, Chriſt, 
and the Diſciples, are not therefore all the ſame 
being, but ſubordinate to each other. Tis a 
ſhame theſe things ſo plain, ſhould be told men fo 
oft over again, without ſome fair anſwer. 


Exam. of (a.) He imagines that from Pſalm 102, the 
Dr. Ben- Apoſtle applies to Chriſt what was ſaid of the 


II. ſupreme God, Heb. 1. 10, 11. And yet that au- 


p. 340. : thor does not clearly appear, to apply it to Chriſt 


at all, to them who ſhall carefully inſpect the 
place; but that 'tis rather a rapture of admira- 
tion upon the immutability of Chriſt's God, who 
had azointed him 'a God, and promiſed him a 
permanent kingdom fer ever, which an immuta- 
| * God was capable of performing. 


(3) 
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( 3.) He ſays, hat God fo loftily deſcribed 
P/al. 684 is Jeſus Chriſt, Why ſo? Only Be. 
cauſe - the 18th-verſe, Thou haſt aſcended on high, 

&c. is applied to oy; Chriſt, Eob. 4. 8. When be 
aſcended on high; be led captivity captive, and gave 

gifts to men. But tho this may be an alluſion : 
to the text, yet *tis no direct citation of it as 5 
'tis in the p/alm; for there *tis thou haſt aſcended, 

not he; and thou receivedſt gifts for men, not be 

gave pifts to men. And yet after all, it ap- 

pears not that the P/a/miſt ſpeaks there of the 

great God, bur rather turns off by a ſudden pro-. 

phetic apoſtrophe, to ſpeak theſe words con- 
cerning Chriſt, as another ſubject; which ap- 

pears from theſe laſt words of the verſe, Thou haſt 
aſcended, &c. Thou haſt received gifts for men, 

that the Lord might dwell among ibem. Where 

'tis plain the Lord God (by his own way of rea- 

ſoning) is diſtinct from the perſon ſpoken to: 

Nor could God be properly ſaid to. aſcend; or to 

receive gifts ; ſo that it ſeems ſpoken directly to 

Jeſus Chriſt, by breaking off the former diſcourſe 


concerning God. E 
(A.) Once more, he ſays the Lord, whom 
Jaiab ſaw, ch. 6. 1. was Jeſus Chriſt, becauſe *tis 
faid Jſaiabh then ſaw his, i. e. Chriff*s glory, Jobn 
12. 41. But *tis-not ſaid he ſaw. Chriſt's glory, 
for his glory may refer to the Lord, which is the 
antecedent; and therefore many copies have it 
the glory of God, rd bes, and ſome: of his God. 
And yet how even that glory might be Chriſt's, 
the reader may find ſatisfaction in conſulting Dr. « 
Clarke on that text, in his Reply zo My. Nelſon, 
p. 156. 4 3 
| B b 3 + .- Bath: 
* Denique non hic q a eft ſcrupuloſe literalis Pſalmt . © 
expoſitio, de Bala _— —_ alludat Forms 
(alvin in lacum. i. 6. The Apoſtle only alludes to the P/al- 


miſt's words, as be bends alſo Me/es's words to his purpoſe, 
Rom. 10, 6. T.E, | 
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Remarks an thi 
But tis ſtrange men ſhould think to prove a 


| fundamental of the Chriſtian religion chiefly by 


dark inferences from ſome uncertain alluſions to 
words in the Old Teſtament, and ſo Q bring in 
the prime articles of our faith at "ſome Back-door, 
which one would expect ſhould directly meet us 
at the very entrance. . 1 

His New-Teftament evidence of the Trinity is a 


heap of texts, which are not to the purpoſe, un- 


leſs he could make good his own interpretation 
of 'em, againſt the many ſtrong reaſons that have 


been produc'd again and again in moſt of the 


particulars; which yet he attempts not, as if he 
had never heard of them. What ſignifies it to 


interpret the great God, Tit. 2. 14. the rue God, 


1 John g. 20. the Almighty, Rev. 1. 8. of Jeſus 
Chriſt, p. 26, 27. when he may know *tis not 
allowed by many of their own ſide? And is it 
not a weak thing for one to imagine to convince 
gain- ſayers, by ſuch proofs as don't at all ſatisfy 
many of his own party, as may be ſeen in their 
comments, c.? [Dr. Bennet on the Trinity, 
ch. 6, 8, &c.] This is trifling with underſtand- 
ing men, and deceiving the weak and ignorant. 
The name, the works, the worſhip, the powers, 
aſcribed in Scripture to the Lord Jeſus Chriſt, are 
all chearfully acknowledged by thoſe who think 
him ſubordinate to the Father, without whom he 


ſays he could of himſe!f do nothing, Fobn 5. 31. 


We know he wrought great miracles, and healed 
the diſeaſed with a word, becauſe God was with 
him, Acts 10. 38. And *tis not true to ſay he 
neither did nor needed to refer to another name, nor 
was enabled by a derived power, p. 29. when he 
directly ſays, My Father in me doth the works, 
John 14. 10. and that he came in Bis Father's 
zame, John 5. 43. and thereby his Father bore 
witneſs of him, ver. 37. We own God by him 
- FT created 
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four London Miniſters. 


created the worlds; and that God has appointed 
him to judge the world as a man, ſufficiently ena- 
bled for it by God, the judge of all; and to re- 
ceive adoration and glory; Amen, ſo be it! Let 
every knee bow to him, to the ultimate glory of God 


the Fatber. Phil. 2. 11. The miniſters could not 


be ignorant how all theſe matters are ſatisfactorily 
accounted for by their oppoſers, in the judgment 
of very many; and center ſhould have argued 
this point better, or have ſaid nothing. But per- 
haps 1t was not proper to be told to their friends, 
that any thing was to be ſaid againſt theſe argu- 
ments, x 
They have ſaid more than they bring any ap- 
pearance of proof of, in ſaying that in zhe oracles 
of God, the Son has in all points the ſame glory given 


to him with the Father,p. 23. What! has he then 


the ſame glory of doing every thing of himſelf? 
Has he the ſame glory of knowing the day of 
judgment, as the Father ? Has he the glory of 
the Father's worſhip, being referred to his ho- 
nour as the laſt end ? Has he the glory of creating 
all things by the Father, or of putting all things 
under him ? Has he the glory of being the God 
of the Father, as the Father is the God and Father 
of the Lord Chriſt ? Has the Son the glory of 


being worſhipped thro? a Mediator? No ſurely. _ 


And yet we don't hold this Lord Jeſus, whom 
God has anointed, to be an :maginary God, nor an 
underling, as theſe miniſters in deriſion ſuggeſt, 
p. 26. as if becauſe his Father is greater than he, 
he muſt needs therefore be a very contemptible 
thing. But this 1s not the only inſtance of their 
contemptuous flirts at the bleſſed Jeſus, on ſup- 
poſition that he be inferior to the Father ; as [ 
ſhall obſerve ſhortly under what they ſay of the 


Holy Spirit, 
* wi. the 


Ver. 20. 
27. and 
22. 


N end 1 on * 


ir F- muſt firſt take notice of one EIT 
remark, p. 31, on thoſe words of Chriſt, John 
. Verily, T ſay unto you, the Son can do nothing 


S: 

of Eimſelf, but what he ſees the Father do; for 
<hatever things he doth, the ſame doth the Son alſo 
in like manner: Where they put down the Greet 


word o pole, (which every one, that knows Greek, 
muſt ſay is likewiſe, or ſimiliter) and interpret it 
to be exattly, i in the ſame manner as the Father does; 
and they add, not one as the proper author, and the 


otter by commiſſion; not one as the principal cauſe, 


and the other as a ſubordinate ;, not one avſolutely, 
and of himſelf, and the other as depending on will; 


fer this woul:! make 4 very wide difference in the 


manner of their working ; wvhereas we are aſſured 
they work exaly alike, Was ever any thing more 
extravagantly weak and vain ? The word exai#ly 
is entirsly their own addition, and then they ar- 
gue upon that word, and that directly againſt the 


deſign and letter 3 the text and context, which | 


is to ſhew that the Son did nothing of himſelf, 


but as the Father ſhewed, and authorized and com- 


miſſicned him, as may be ſeen down to ver. 31. 
And ſurely there may be a likeneſs, where yet 
there is ſome unlikeneſs; and indeed *tis ſo in 
near all, if not abſolutely in all #mzlres : Surely 


a a Son may be like his Father, and yet have many 
differences. How ridiculous would it be, to 


{train the word opciws fo in other places! 
His arguments for proving the Holy Spirit's 


ſupreme Deity are yet weaker, if that may be, 
P. 32. He is, ſays he, not only ſpoken of as the Spirit 


of God, but bs is the Spirit of God, as the ſoul i rs the 


See Vol. ſpirit c "i# 714n, 1 Cor. 2. IO, IT. And what re- 
I. P. 34“. ſemblance can hy be, if the Spirit of God be not 


as eſſential ts the divine Being, as the ſpirit of man 
is to the human? Whereas *tis nat ſaid there is 


any ſuch likeneſs between the two, that the Holy 
Spirit 


( 
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ulually, the Spirit, and Holy Spirit, ſignifies not 


_ London-Miniſters. 


Spirit is /o the Spirit of God, as the ſoul is the 
ſpirit of a man; only that as the one knows, or 
makes known the things of a man, ſo the other the 
things of God. The ſpirit of a man is fo cal- 
led, in order to diſtinguiſfi it from his other con- 
ſtituent part, viz. the body; and as tis that by 
which he reveals his mind, fo the Spirit of God is 
that by which he reveals his will to men: There 
is no further ſimilitude ſuggeſted in the text. And 


he is called alſo, the ſpirit Cbriſt; Is he there- 


fore efſential to the perſon of the Son ? Nay, we 


read of ſeven, called the ſeven Spirits of God, Rev. 


4. 5. and 5. 6, Does this phraſe import that 
they ſeven are eſſential to the being of God? No, 


it only denotes his dominion over them, that they 


are his miniſters, as the one Holy Spirit is his 


alſo in a higher ſenſe, and ſent by him. But tis 


ſtrange men ſhould think to prove fundamental 
points from any little /mzle, or obſcure meta- 
phor, and difficult text, whoſe meaning is dark 
and uncertain to themſelves. 8 
The proofs taken from the attributes and opera- 
tions of the Spirit, Sc. are of no more force here 
than in the caſe of the Son's ſupreme deity: both 
Son and Spirit being agents under God, at his 
will, are concerned in his glorious works, and 
partakers of his power and wiſdom, &c. So that 
tis no wonder if much of theſe are attributed to 


the Spirit, but ſtill as to one ſen? of God, and who 


ſpeaks not of bis own, John 16. 1 3. and firſt hears 
efore he tells things to come. And if this prove 
him to be God, as is pretended, p. 34. it may 


prove the Prophets ſo too. 


But indeed theſe arguments carry leſs evidence 
in relation to the Holy Spirit, becaùſe of the diffe- 
rent ideas that the word Spirit ſtands for. I think, 
by conſent of all ſides, very often, if not moſt 
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the third perſon, or a perſonal Spirit, but the at- 
tributes and operative efficacious virtue of God, 
the energy of his power, wiſdom, and holineſs, 
exerted in powerful operations, afflatus, and in- 
ſpirations z in which reſpect, it was ſometime ſaid 
there was yet no Holy Spirit, before Chriſt's aſcen- 
fion, Fohs 7. 39. and Als 19. 2. So that it is 
not eaſy to ſay when it muſt mean the Spirit whois 
the third perſon. The cleareſt place for this, is 
Fobn, 16. where alſo there are the greateſt marks 
of his dependence on the Fatherand Son; he 
ſhall not Peak of himſelf, &c. | 
Moreover, to the Spirit the name of G OD is 
never once given ; tho he that lyed to the Holy 
Ghoſt, God's agent, did indeed therein lye to 
God, Acts 5. And he who is the Temple of the 
Holy Ghoſt, is thereby the Temple of God, be- 
cauſe he poſſeſſes ſuch for, and as coming from, 
God, 1 Cor. 6. 19. The Temple of the Holy 
Ghoſt, which ye have from God; not, which is 
God. So Eph. 2. 21, 22. 
Nor is dire& worſhip or invocation, prayer 


or praiſe, or glory and dominion, once given to 


him, in precept or practice, in the New Teſta- 
ment; tho his communications are wiſhed and 
prayed for to Chriſtians, 2 Cor. 13. ult. And to 
infer that *tis however agreeable to the Goſpel- 
doctrine and œconomy, is vain; ſince the A- 
poſtles knew that beſt, if fo indeed, and were con- 
cern'd as much as any to put this worſhip in 
practice, if neceſſary: nay we never read of ſerving 


the Spirit, by men or angels; I may be pardoned, 


I hope, in ſighting the precarious and groundleſs 


pretence for this in Phil. 3. 3. (againſt the current 


Tenor of the goſpel) as alſo, p. 38. from ſuch 
texts (for prayer to the Spirit) as Rom. 15. 13. 
1 Theſſ. 3. 12, 13. 2 Theſſ. 3. 5. as if the word 
Lord here muſt, without any ground, * 
5 . 9 Hoh 
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Holy Spirit; for this Lord is not named as diſtinde 
from the Father and Jeſus Chriſt at all, but is the 
ſame Lord. Such repetitions of the ſame perſon, 
are frequent, Gen. 1. 27. and 2 Tim. 1. 18. The 
Lord grant that he may find mercy of the Lord in 
that day. 5 1 WO 
How frivolous is this, to hunt in the dark for 
forced arguments from ſuch ſlender fancies as 
theſe, in want of fair and direct proofs of ſo great 
a point! Not to ſay that he expreſſions are 
rather the Apoſtle's wiſhes, than direct prayers. 
In ſhort, if theſe men and their brethren will be 
content to worſhip the Spirit, no more nor other- 
wiſe than he is repreſented as worſhipped in the 
plain Scripture, there will be no difference be- 
tween us, nor confuſion in our devotions : But 
when they think to out-do the Apoſtles them- 
ſelves in underſtanding and devotion, in zeal and 
exactneſs, I deſire to * pace and company ra- 
ther with the former. But this by the way. _ 
Add this, that the plain marks of ſubordina- 
tion, in the Spirit's being ſent of God and Chriſt, 
Sc. are not to be evaded, (as in the caſe of the 
Son) by any humiliation, or incarnation of the 
Holy Spirit, as a mediator in a lower nature; 
ſo that he is ſent in his divine nature, according 
to theſe perſons own opinion, nay, is ſent too by 
Jeſus the mediator, who is granted to be inferior 
to the Father, and yet, as ſuch, he ſends the 
Spirit : And he 1s Lord of the Spirit, 2 Cor. 3. 
18.* And if the Holy Spirit be equal to the, ge. Dr. 
Father, then I ſee not but the Father alſo, if he bitby on 
pleaſed, might be as much under the Sox's domi- this place, 
nion as the Spirit is, John 16. 7. I will ſend the ” 
comforter ; and chap. 14. 26. Whom the Father 
coil ſend in my name. ; a 
Nor does it affect the cauſe at all, to call the 7 
Spirit «wo, or everlaſting (if that reading be 
| | allow'd) 
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alloiw'd) Heb. 9. 14. For in the next va - we 
have alſo dci eternal inheritance, yet not inheri- | 
ted from eternity. 

But there follows, p. 36. ſuch a ſcurrilous ar- 
gument, as I believe never dropp*d from a Chri- 
ſtian's pen before, for the Shirit's being an 4. 
lute, unaccountable, independent, and underived 
agent, (that is, the very ſupreme God, and not 
a miniſter of the Father) viz. That in this caſe, 
(i. e. of his being a ſubordinate ' miniſter) | ſince 

our Lord Feſus, [that man, that greateſt autbo. 
ri d miniſter that ever was] when he caſt out de. 
vils, aſcribesigg to this bleſſed Spirit, Matt. 12. 
28. it will follow, as they inſinuate by a ſcornful 
queſtion, that he then lay under the curſe of Cham; 
and a ſervant of ſervants was be, Gen. g. 25. i. e. 
the vileſt and baſeſt of ſervants, as the expreſ- 
ſion ſo doubled Imports.” For as in commenda- 
tion of things, tis to note the nobleſt and beſt 
of the kind, as king of kings, and ſong of ſongs, 
ſo in a way of reproach of evil things, *tis the 
worlt of all the ſort ; as vanity of vanities is the 
baſeſt, the meaneſt ſort of vanity. Now ſup- 
poſing the Holy Spirit to be God's glorious, but 
ſubordinate miniſter, why muſt the ating under 
him, by-our Lord, be therefore ſcornfully re- 
proached as the balelt vaſſalage and ſlavery un- 
der men? | 

And ſince theſe men own the man Jeſus Chriſt 
is God's authorized miniſter, and we are under 
his conduct, muſt we alſo think that, for this 

reaſon, all true Chriſtians are under the curſe of 

_ Cham, and the baſeſt of ſervants? Is Chriſt's ſer- 
vice therefore ſo vile and ignoble a ſervitude, as 

to make them all held accurſed who enter into it, 

and all becauſe he.is under the Father ? I appeal 

to others if _ be not a juſt account of the ten- 

dency 


4 
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they might think. 


were only that ſome of their bretbren, they knew, 


temper, that they have ever publiſh*d what (in the 


rate zeal, But, my brethren, theſe things ought 


tempt on the ſacred names of the Sleſed Feſus and 


dency of their words and arguments, whatever 


I judge if this had been publiſh'd by ſome of 
our loole Sceptics, it had been recorded perhaps 
for one of the prophane ſpeeches of the time; 
and I doubt the character of four eminent London- 
Miniſters can never hide the ſhame of it. If ic 


did believe the Holy Spirit to be inferior to God, 
they ought not to have ſpoken ſo rudely of the 
bleſſed Feſns and Holy Spirit, under whole ſubor- 
dinate influence they count it not a curſe, but a 
glory and happineſs to ſerve and act, to the ho- 
nour of God. But this it is to write in hear, 
and with raſh prejudice z elſe I can't think but 
they will be truly ſorry for it in their cooler 


judgment of thoſe whom they oppoſe) comes as - = 
near, for the matter of it, to blaſphemy and re- "i 
proach againſt the Holy Ghoſt, as moſt words that 
can eaſily be thought of, tho it may proceed but 
from haſty inadvertency and unguarded intempe- 


not ſo to be; we ſhould not drop words of con- 


Holy Spirit, no, not upon our adverſaries y- 


pothefis, which we judge erroneous ; becauſe no 
| fide repreſents *em ſo mean as to be derided for 


underlings or ſlaves. 

The concluſion is with an aſſertion, as falſe as 
tis confidently delivered, viz. that the univerſal 
Church has agreed in this, that the Father, Son, and 
Holy Ghoſt, are the one God, the ſame in ſubſtance, 
equal in power and glory; i. e. with the Aſſembly's 
Catechiſm. 

Underſtanding this latter part of the propoſi- 

tion, as * Mr. Evans does, of the ſame numerical 1 
eſſence, it ſeems to me abſurd and inconſiſtent: n 
N P | becauſ o p. 22. 5 
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208 Remarks on the 
1 | becauſe identity will deſtroy equality ; the former 
r expreſling the eſſence to be but one, the latter to 
be more than one; for fimile non eit iden, the like 
is not the ſame; and equality is hut the higheſt 
degree of likeneſs. If the eſſence be the very 
individual ſame, then the eſſential petfeftions, viz. 
power, Sc. are the ſame, and not, equal one to 
another. 1 
The eſſence of a thing is that which it is. 
Now, if the eſſence of the Father, which 7s the 
Father, be the very eſſence of the Son, and fo is 
the Son, then ſurely the fame which is the Son, is 
the Father; ſo that they are made the very ſame 
individual thing, tho the names be #wo ; and there 
ſeems no ground left 10 ſupport what is diſtinily 
_ = ſaid of the one and the other in the boly Scriptures ; 
= but tis downright Sabelliani ſm. If the Scriptures 
| had ſaid they two were the ſame numerically in 
ſubſtance, and yet equal in power, the caſe had 
been different; but being human invention, I 
hope I may be more bold to examine it. And I 
verily believe they cannot produce one teſtimony 
for ſome centuries, of any Chriſtian writer, that 
ever aſſerted the glory and dominion of the Sor 
and Spirit to be equal to that of the Father; what- 
ever unity of ſubſtance they might ſuppoſe, as 
may be ſeen in Tertullian, they yet, I think, never 
harbour'd a thought of ſuch equality: and Mr. 
Furicu himſelf has ſhewn this to be true of the 
 Ante-Nicene Fathers. So that the beſt part of 
the univerſal Church, and in the beſt and primitive 
ages, never aſſerted this ; nor the council of Nice 
itſelf ; nor was the Son's inferiority to the Father, 
that I find, ever counted by. them to be any er- 
ror, or any peculiar opinion of Arius. What 
then ſignifies the following agreement of the late 
degenerate and half-reformed churches, who built 
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our London-Minifters,” 
upon the foundation of Councils, and Atha- 
naſius, inſtead of the Sacred Writings in theſe 
VV e 


„ 
On Mr. Smith's harmony of Confeſſions. 


O back the evidence from Scripture, (which 

they have offered, ſuch as it is) Mr. Smith 
preſents us with the harmony of the late reformed 
churches creeds or confeſſions in this article of 
the bleſſed Trinity, p. 39. | 
I agree with him, that the Bible is very capa- 
ble of being underſtood by honeſt and diligent 
minds, who ule the proper means for it: but as 


he rightly obſerves, , perſons bring their pre-con- 


ceived notions and ideas of God, (provided he 
don't mean thoſe neceſſary and natural ideas of 
God, which muſt be ſuppoſed antecedent to the 


belief of any revelation from him) and of what is 


fit, or not fit for him to ſay, and by thoſe pretend 


preciſely to meaſure and ſettle the declarations of 
bis word; no wonder if many times they be found 
more bold than wiſe. And therefore we think it 
was juft thus that the modern churches have er- 
red ſo much, who appear, and almoſt indeed 
profeſs generally, to have brought with em their 
pre-conceived notions from the councils deciſions, 
and the Atbanafian creed; (and I may add, that 
they brought abundance more from the ſchoolmens 
metaphyſics, as their three properties and ſub/i/- 
tencies, &c. ſhew) and then having ſettled the 
ſenſe of texts thereby, they call it Scripture-evi- 
dence, and perhaps think it ſuch too, for their 


old opinions; and yet the Bible may be a very 


good book ſtill to others, let theſe men ſay what 
they pleaſe to the contrary, p. 46. 
2 Sincs 
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Since the council of Nice, or rather after the 
fourth century, it has (perhaps) been the moſt 
commonly received opinion ; but for the times 
before, there is no ſuch thing as proofs to be found 
out of any of thoſe they refer to, that ever the 
Son and Holy Spirit were believed by Chriſtians to 
be two divine perſons, equal in glory and power 
to the Father. Let 'em produce any if they can. 
Biſhop Bull has a chapter to ſhew the ſabordina- 
tion of the Son to the Father ; and the Son is fo 
conſtantly ſaid to have miniſtred to the Father at 
the creation of the world; that many, both pro- 
teſtant and papiſt Trinitarians, have had the 
ingenuity to own this of the Ante-Nicene Fathers, 
as Furieu *, beſides Petavius and Huetius, &c. 
as ſhall be ſhewn in the following Appendix. 

As to the previous obſervations to the harmony, 
1 only remark, that tho theſe churches might 

take their own opinions in this point for true, yet, 

1. That not one of theſe churches, at the Re- 
formation, appear to have deliberately weighed, or 


maturely examined theſe points; but inſtead of 


Cre 


ſearching how this matter ſtood in Scripture and 
primitive antiquity, took it all for granted; and 
did not proceed only by the ſame common rule, 
the holy Scriptures, before em; as is pretended, 
P. 44. but had alſo before *em another rule, viz. 
the four firſt convocations or councils, and the 


, Athanaſian Creed. This they oft own, and almoſt 


put zhe/e on a level with the Scriptures in their 
very words, and much more ſo in real influence, 
Thus the firſt confeſſion ſer down, viz. the Hel- 
vetic, ſays p. 68. Whatever hath been defined out 
of the Holy Scripture, of the myſtery of our Lord's 
incarnation, and is contained in the Creeds of the 
four firſt and laſt councils, viz. Nice, Sc. together 
with that of Athanaſius, we ſincerely believe, con- 
demning the contrary. So p. 70. the French con- 


Iden 


four Sandor 
| feſſion lays, . 9 all #s condemned out of „ 
5 9 7 2 „ Hilary; &c. 8. 
again, e ech 1 ys, 5. 99, Foes We 
embrace all the bring, 
and in that genuine fenſe which 73 expreſſed”: 
creeds of the Apoſtles, of Nice, and of een * 
and theſe creed we have always fkedfaſtly embr aged, 
and by Gu Belp ever all- And eee 
condemn all errors repugnant to theſe creeds. This 
runs thro“ em all, more or leſs; which — 4 
how they. were corrupted with violent prejudices: 
Were they e 
nofian creed was true by the Bible, ho firſt 
underſtood the Bible in the genuine ſenſe of that 
creed, and who did not prove that creed by the 
ſacred xt, but prov'd e ſenſe of thoſe rexrs 
rather 
;th centuries? © un "YI 
Methinks, Moc the Alley of modern 


Churches is thus abuſed to miſſead weak minds, 


am not ſorry theſe gentlemen have let tie world 
ſe, in what manner they proceeded they bfought 
their notions with them out of the Namib Church, 
and held 'em ſtill, with their perſecuting tenets, 
upon the ſame principles"; 28 before, r r 
refuſed conference, As p. 109. e n $15 
2. That therefore, if the generality of Chri N 
not in all, but in moſt ages, have mia i theſe 
points, Under good capacities, and meant id undes. 
fand em, tis no reflexion on the Bible; nor 
may they, i. e. the Antiſcripturiſts and A. Behle, ſay, 
What Aſe can fuch a book be I think; contrarily, 
that they may not lay ſo, notwithſtanding che eon. 
curring, harmony of theſe miniſters! with them ; 
and that betauſe theſe miſtakes appear plataly' to 
iſe from want, of impartiality, and Algen in 
the propef means h the Reformers? Ty 
Vor. I. * e 0 


WAS. 


ever likely to find ee Aba 


that, and other' creeds of the ach and 
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3. Tho I neither ſay they are periſbed who bave 
gone upon the other (not the old) ſcheme; nor 
grant that any are brought to the enjoyment of the 
true God, by the belief of a falſe one, as it is p. 47. 
yet I deny not but that ſome who, may entertain 
very groſs errors concerning the true God, may 
yet, thro? his great. mercy, and by that piety 


which by other and better principles may be pro- 


duced in them, be brought to the enjoyment of 
him at laſt. And this is what themſelves grant, 
p. 10. God is the fovereign diſpoſer of his own 
grace. And, p. 12. that ſuch may yet be honeſt, 
and hold faſt their integrity, tho the moral nature 
and demerit of ſuch error remains what it was. 


Which is an anſwer to theſe popular fallacious 


reaſonings of Mr. Smith: ſo little. conſiſtent are 
they with themſclves, when they profeſs not to 
judge of the final ſtate of thoſe whom they think 
to err in theſe matters; and yet infinuate, at the 
ſame time, as if there was no falvation to. be had, 
bet only on one fide. | 

And now I come to conſider the harmony of 


Confeſſions or creeds themſelves, under two heads. 


lach of them an bypeſtafis diſtinguiſhed, &c. The 


1. That theſe confeſſions of the Reformed Church 
are not ſo harmonious, but that they greatly diſ- 
agree about the Trinity. e 
2. That they all diſagree with the antient primi- 
tive creeds, and ſo far are of no value with wiſe 
and underitanding Chriſtians. hoo 

1. Theſe confeſſions of the Reformed Churches 


* 


are not ſo harmonious as is pretended, hut great- 


ly diſagree among themſelves in the article of the 
bleſſed Trinity. For, (1.) The Council of Nice 
held them accurſed, p. 50. who ſay the Son is of 
another bypoſtafis, i. e. from the Father. But the 


 Belgic Confeſſion, p. 89. (according to the com- 


mon doctrine) ſays, that ihe Son and Spirit have 


ono 


Men i 5 e harmony in Sort as 


(2.) The Council of Colledan ſays, that the Son 
is conſubſtantial with the Father as to his divinity, 


and conſubſtantial with man as to his humanity. 


By which explication they plainly ſhew, that the 


1 of tlie Son and Father is not namerically 


one, but one in kind; as Chriſt's humanity was 
not the ſame particular ſubſtance of other men, 


but a diſtinct one of the ſame ſort, p. 58. But 


others tell us, they have no diſtinction as to ſub- 
ſtance, p. 107. 

(3.) Some hold the Spirit proceeds only from the 
Faiber, p. 1 pe others from the Father and Son 


hoth, p. 83, 9 


(4. Some + 17 5 the Trinity as three. proper- 
ties of God, p. 111. which are the fountains of 
other properties: thoſe (viz, the former three) 
propertigs they call three perſons ; and theſe are 


faid to be diſtinct from the divine attributes of 
goodneſs and wiſdom, and therefore they call them 
three other properties. This is ſaid by the Greek 
church: Tho, by the 70 I wonder how this 


comes to be one of the reformed churches : "when 
did their reformation begin ? 
But yet others repreſent the Trinity as thre (at 


leaſt the Sox and Spirit as two) of God's attributes, 


which ſeems to be their ſenſe of three perſons, viz. 


power, wiſdom, and goodneſs ; which the laſt- 


mentioned creed gainſays. So the French con feſ- 
ſion, p. 70. Three perſons, ſay they, the Father, 
Son and Holy Spirit; the Father the cauſe of all 
things, the Son his wiſdom and word, the Holy Spi- 
rit bis virtue and power, So the Belgic, p. 89. 
Nay, by this, the two perſons are made the pro- 
Perties and attributes of the Father's perſon ; for 
s the Father's wiſdom is the Son, the Father's 
Cez virtue 


the Father, as Sabellius, &c. 


ily, p. 47, 4 
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virtue is the $pif1t : and pet the Helvetic Confeſ- 
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ſion, P. 67. N N of hereſy, ſuch as 
the Sor nd 


hold Spirit to be properties of ont God 

ther, as Sabelllhs, "8c. and the Poli 
Confeſſion is rather more plain than the French 
and Belgic, in 5 5 the Sen an attribute or 


8 property of the Father, p. 93. We call tht Father 
Go | 6 54 ©; 2 ö 


begotten Son, by whom from eternity be foretnew 
all things, &c. So that the Son is here repreſented 


to be the Father's underſtanding, or intellect, b 


which he knows all things; for I think none will 


pretend that the Father gains all his knowledge 
by. means of the perſon of the Son, who had all 
his own knowledge from the Father. 
This may ſerve for a ſpecimen only, of the 
diſcord and confuſion of ' faiths, rather than har- 
mony, among theſe that are ſet down; tho ſtill 
the Papiſts have greater harmony in one ſingle 
creed of Pope Pigs, how bad ſoever it be. I paſs 
to the next head, viz. F 
2. That all theſe late and modern Confeſſions 


diſagree with the antient and primitive creed, and 
ſo are of no real value with conſidering and ſe- 
rious Chriſtians, Our queſtion is, What was the 


faith delivered once to the Saints ? And I hope the 


old creed of the primitive churches will tell us 
that, better than ſuch as have been compoſed 1 500 
years afterwards. . And ſince it is acknowledged, 
that the Apoſtles creed is the confeſſion of the faith 
e all Chriſtians, and the univerſal rule of all other 
confeſſions, and to have been coal with Chriſtia- 


„ we have nothing to do with 
modern Seneca af creed-· makers, but to de- 
ſpiſe them, where they diſagree with the original 
rule of fab, as the See was ſtyled of old, 


* 


regala fidei, Men have perhaps as much autho- 


rity to make a new goſpel, as a hew ereed; and 
3 TRY "oiey 
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may. as. well draw out St. Mais ber s or St. Jabn's 
Gefpel into à larger hiſtoty, interminglec with 
their own obſervations and inter retations, and 
then ſay it is ſtill the ſame St. Matthzw's or St 
Fobn's Goſpel, only explained; as to draw 50 
their creeds into great lengths, and intermix their 
own interpretations, and then ſay, it is but the 
ſame creed with the Apoſtles. 

They have, p. 59. given this antient creed out 
of both Ireneus and Tertullian, but it is after thoſe 
of the general councils ; as if their teſtimony to 
the antient creed was not a hundred times of more. 
regard than the creeds new-made by after coun- 
cils : for they pretended not to frame a creed them- 
ſelves, like. The. ſpurious 4/Þava/ian author ;" nor 
to explain it in their own ſenſe; as the councils did; 
but to relate it ſhort and fimple, tho not in quite 
the ſame words. 

What the particular notions, of theſe two au- 
thors might be, is not fo much to us, as What 
their creed expreſſes, which we alſo are judges of; 
their interpretations of it will be no more bind- 
ing than of zexts of Scripture, of which we may 
Judge, whether reaſonable or not, from the text 


itſelf “. 


Cas. Ireneus 


How widely theſe two, 3 and Tertalhas, differed 
from the comfnon notion of the Son's equality to the Father; 
may be ſeen in Dr. Whitby's Diſquiſ. modeſt. in Bullii Defenj. 
Fd Nic. The former diſtinguiſhes the Father commonly by 

this character, Deus ſuper quem non eft alius Deus; and owns 
him to be greater than the Son, in that he only knew the day 
of judgment. J. 2. c.49. The latter ſays, that once the Son 
was not ; adv. Hermog. c. 3. Fuit tempus cum Filius non fult, 
There was a time when the Son was not; and counts him but 
a portion of the Fazher's ſubſtance, as a beam is of the fun : 
and fays, that tho he might call the Son, Gad, ſpeaking of him 
alone; yet ſpeaking of him with the Father, he would not 
name him /o at the fame time with him, but would call only 
the Father God, and the. Son Lord. Cant. Prax. c. 13. Nor 
do their own citations from them imply the eque/ity o the Son 
to the Father, in power and glory. T'. E. 
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. ſays, this ĩmmovable rule of faith, is 
one and the ſame in all countries thro? the earth, 
Therefore,” if the' many modern confeſſions differ 
from this old creed, the rule of faith, what ſig- 


nifies it tho they were ten times more? See if the 


three perſons are there called the one God; tho 
the Father alone is ſo: In one God the Father, was 
the antient form of the firſt article, as that 
learned author Sir Peter King whom they cite, tells 
us, Hift. of Cr. p. 55. Is the Son's equality to the 
Father there mentioned? Or the Holy Spirit's? 
Is there any thing of /ub/iRencies, properties, or 
modes there? Or of many more things which the 
preſent harmony is full of? If not, then this con- 
tutes them all. But yet if the old creed will ſuf- 
fice, and makes any part in the harmony, then 
thoſe alſo called Arians come into it; if not, why 


is # produced, unleſs to ſhew how much the mo- 


dern churches differ from the primitive ? Which 
is to reproach them, and will hardly invite any 
conſidering Chriſtians to bear any part in ſuch 
harmony, as is ſo diſcordant with the faith deli- 
vered at firſt to the Saints. 

We need not regard what ſtrange inferences 
St. Auſtin, or other ſuch late writers, in the times 


poſtles creed to ſupport their opinions; but only 
whether they were natural and obvious, or forced 
and ſtrange: nor how much any may count their 
modern notions of the Trinity their glory; but 
on what grounds they glory in them, in common 
with the church of Rome; many of whom con- 


feſs this doctrine is not to be proved from Scrip- 


ture, but from the authority of their church; as 


18 tranſubſtantiation allo. 
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' A ND now we come, in the laſt place, to the 


TN Adviſer, Mr. Reynolds. I will not deny bur 
he tuggeſts many ſerious things, fit for all to con-. 


ſider, viz, To walk fo as to pleaſe, God in our 
whole courſe, to pray earneſtly, to read the word 


1 n 


of God; and to carry an humble and meek diſ- 
poſition along with us in our inquiries. All this 
is very good; but it no more concerns thoſe on 
one ſide of the queſtions in diſpute, than thoſe on 
the other; Ks roper in 

ſent cafe, than in all caſes about the change of 
principles, or going off from one ſcheme of re- 


is no more proper in the pre- 


ligion to another, or in any ſort of religious ſe- 
parauen. 5 Te] 
And yet even ſuch advices, good in the general, 
may be deſigned, and practis'd too, in a very ill 
manner, viz. If a man read only in favour of one 


ſide, as one determin'd not to conſider any argu- 


ments againſt his already choſen opinion, and 


worldly intereſt ; and ſo it is if he only prays to 


be confirmed in what he is pleaſed with, be it 
right or wrong, inſtead of praying to be guided 


into what is the truth. This is coming to God 
with an idol in bis beart ; and he will be nothing 


better for reading and praying, when his will is 

determined what he will in particular hold to, 

whatever evidence ſhall appeaaer. 
And fo, tho humility be an excellent diſpoſition, 


yet there is a naughty and falſe ſort of humility too, 


which ſome ſeem to aim at in theſe matters, v2. 


For a man to lay his underſtanding and reaſon 
under his Miniſter's (or others) feet, while theirs 
is to be ſet upon the lofty throne, delivering 


CTY -:- their 


their imperious pr nes and — of texts, 
with expectation they ſhall be blindly received by | 
others, tho, they ſee no juſt reaſon far it. But 
this is only having a Dew of bumility : for it is 
no true Chriſtian humbleneſs of mind t x * 
Fs! of © earth (miniſter, or other) Ma , Wh 
.q 
3100 it is no more ſuch, hin to he gfvnaing at 
the foot of a wooden idol or ſtock 1 Is 6: it is 2 


mi „ to admire any man's per fo as to be- 
lieve with is ara only, and not to prove all 
things ourſelves, and to accept helps on both 
files; 3. a thing which our adviſer, it ſeems, durſt 
not recommend. ene 
A truly humble mind will not indeed, as is 
*faid, p. 130. affett'to ry into ſecret. things : by 
: mote will it like this in others, 'who' take up 
them to explain God by, pore, WC [bences, a fd 
perſons, &c. when they know not what They ſay ; 
but will honour them who are content with what 
God himſelf has expreſſed of himſelf. And above 
all, an humble mind will not cenſure, and re- 
proach, and divide from thoſe, who are as deſirous, 

| = diligent, as capable, and as much or more diſ- 
' intereſted than Himſelf, to find the truth, only 

becauſe they judge not his expoſitions or conſe- 

e quences to be juſt and right: He that rageth, and 
1s thus confident, is of another Spirit, 

I paſs by the odious and unjuſt infiritations, 

P. 137. as if thoſe they ſpeak of concluded nothing 

zo be tra, but what they can underſtand ; and that 

they will not believe what God jays of himſelf, un- 

leſs be ſbeco them how it can be : things which they 


 difown, and abhor to think or 2 And I fee 
| not 


\ 


1 


ö 


applicable to the matters of the preſent debate) 
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bot how any, bat from baſvenvy, ot groſs Spe- 
rance, can impute ſuch folly to them. 


Now that our Adviſer has not dealt ſincerely, 
but with manifeſt partialiiy, in his grave advice 
and motives, (Where there is any thing properly 


* 
4 > * 


think, will appear from two things. 

Firſt, In reading the Scriptures, and "other 
writings, Which is the moſt direct means of 
coming at truth) he plainly inſinuates men 
ſhould read but on one ſide, vi. for his and their 
old accuſtomed opinions, p. 128. he ſays We. 
may alſo 'uſe | the "help of the diſcourſes und wri- 
tings of thoſe, who have made it their ſtudy to ſheto 
what Scripture-evidence there is un the ſide of the 
commonly received faith, and to diſcover the fal- 
lacies of thoſe, who have endeavour'd to tmbaraſs 
and pervert iti. But he never gives one word of 
advice to read the writings on the o7ber ſide, 
and to compare em together, and to ſee where 
the ſuperior evidence lies. This had been but 
juſt and honeſt in any doubtful caſe, where: tis in- 
tended men ſniould judge without partiality; where- 
as to have but one ear open, and to ſtop all the 
avenues of light, but juſt where we have a 
mind to ſee, is the ready way to remain in de- 
luſion; and is juft as if a judge or jury ſhould 


: 


only hear the pleadings of one fide. 


And J am eredibly informed, this very gentle. 
man has lately warned his people, in a ſolemn 
manner, not to read the books of ſuch as write 
againſt the commonly received opinions in this 
controverſy, becauſe of the great danger of their 
being tainted by them. And is this an honeſt 


way of examination? ?Tis plain he would have 


em determine without examination, and take all 
upon truſt ; but if himſelf has only ſtudied and 


ſearched in this way, it is no great recom- 


mendatian 


410 


us upon the difficulty to ſhew where they are 
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mendation of him td be truſted by his people in 


this important affair. And one would think they 


ſhould ſmell out the deceit, if they be not very 
dull; but if his people love to bave it ſo, I ſhall 
only ſay, what will be the end ibereof? How 
will they anſwer it to their judge, (if they be 


in the wrong eſpecially) who commanded 'em to 
ary be ſpirits, and to prove all things ? That when 


light came into the world, they loved darkneſs ra- 
ther, is matter of grievous condemnation to ſome. 


Rather let every ſerious underſtanding Chriſtian 


ſtand and aſk after the good old ways ; let him 
conſcientiouſly read, hear, and confer, think and 
weigh on each ſide ; and thus doing, labour to 


be fully perſuaded in bis own mind; and then he 


may have rejoicing in his own ſincerity before 


the God of truth, 


I am afraid there is a great deal of this un- 
righteous partiality and bigotry among the dil. 
ſenting hearers alſo, in not ſo much deſiring to 
know or to have their paſtors build *em up in 


the truth and faith of the Goſpel as it really is, 


as to be built up and defended in their particular 


ſet of accuſtomed opinions. The gentlemen of 


Exon have been fo very frank and open- hearted as 
to diſcover this to the world, and could not, 


it ſeems, forbear telling their miniſters (by their 


own account) that they were paid for preaching 


down ſuch particular opinions. But what would 
men think of ſuch language as this to their mi- 


niſters? * Reverend Sirs, we chuſe you to maintain 
< theſe opinions for us to be goſpel : if you will 


not only ſearch for em, but will find 'em in 


<. the Bible, or, at leaſt, if you'll tell us ſo in 


the pulpit, and in converſation, you ſhall have 


* ſo much per annum for your paius; but if you 
ſay or doubt you can't find 'em there, and put 


: *;n 
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in the Scripture, we ſhall pay yon no more. 
Tell us what other things you will out of the 
Goſpel, in order to promote holineſs, peace, 
« juſtice, heavenly-mindednels, and obedience to 
the laws of God and Chriſt; yet if you can't 
bring the New Teſtament to ſquare herein with 
© our Catechiſm and old notions,” you are not to 
expect your ſalary any longer; nor do we de- 
« fire to hear your reaſons. againſt what we 
© think, and w972½] “ have, to be truth, if we ean 
get it maintained for our money.“ I leave it 
to others to judge if this be any unjuſt, tho a 
blunt, interpretation of thoſe words; This (viz. 
to preach down thoſe errors) is what you are paid 
for“; and whether ſuch mutual advice, grven be- „ge ihe 
tween paſtors and people, to ſtudy only on ane Avfwer 
fide, has any tendency to, or ſhews any ſincere #9 Mr. 
defire of, finding the truth as tis in and from = 5 
Jeſus; nay, whether on theſe terms diſſenting 5. 44. 
teachers will not be the moſt /ervile of men, and 
not far from the curſe of Cham indeed. 

Secondly, His motives of perſuaſion are "PE 
of *em deceitful : ſome of them are too general, 
relating to any diſſenſions, or differences, and ſuch 
as theſe very men are deaf to, in the caſe of ſe- 
paration from the - eſtabliſhed church for leſs 
matters. Then, how little did it ſadden their 
hearts, or moye em, that it ſaddened the hearts 
of other goad people, to obſerve the comely band of 
union broken ? p-. 144. The ſtrife this might oc- 
cafion was not then ſo lamentable; ſuch infelic;- 
ties did not ſhake em at all. And do they think 
to deceive others with ſuch arguments as they 
have taught em to deſpiſe ? 1 grant Unity and 
Peace are amiable ; bur it men will not maintain 
any but on ſinful terms, it may be bewailed, but 
cannot be helped on one ſide. I know not what 
they can ſay to theſe things: If eben young, their 
unexperienced 
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rare. Beads bad little ve of theſe 
things, do they, now they are become grave and 
wiſe per ſons, think, of em with. ſorrow of, heart ? 
If not, how can they expect it, or buen it 
of thoſe who diſſent. from thew for Lap 
reaſons? 
..: Not only this, 1 fay, but ſome of their mo- 
tiyes are too baſe and carnal, viz. p. 146. ſuch as 
leaving old acquaintange and hearty friends, and 
grieving to ſee dear relatives weeping for em. 
Now, to uſe theſe flattering carnal perſuaſions 
againſt complying with the dictates of con- 
ſcience, and the. convictions. of our minds, (which 
is the caſe ſuppoſed) is unworthy of the miniſters 
Of Chriſt: they are to teach men otherwiſe, even 
to hate or abandon father and mother, houſe and 
lands, &c. and to account all but loſs and dung 
in a faithful adherence to the truths and laws of 
© Chriſt, Luke 14. 26. As well the might tell 
their bretbren, they'll loſe all their. 5 too, if 
they preach not up what they were paid for, (as 
the Exon phraſe is ;) and then what will they and 
their ruined families do? But is not this way of 
arguing childiſh and fawning, rather than con- 
vincing and ſolid ? 
Towards the concluſion, p. 147. there! is ſome- 
thing deſign'd to look like charity, which yet 
implies the contrary: ſpeaking of their brethren, 
Here at leaſt, they ſay, they have not yet fully and 
peremptorily declared themſelves, but ſeem rather 10 
be in doubt only about theſe matters: and then add 
a little after, —— That we have no ſuch averſion 
or prejudice to their per ſons that can hinder us, up- 
on their fincere acknowledging of the truth, from 
receiving them again with the moſt friendly embraces. 
Which Flainly declares that now, at preſent, they 


do red em, and have already caſt em off; and 
this, 


about theſe "matters, and have not 
| openly declared theniſelves.” "TY 


four: London=Miniſters. 


this, tho they appear only to be in ſome" doub. 
yet Agen 


It ſeems then, theſe — gentlemen will not 
brethren about theſe matters: if they Rick at 7 
difficulty, and have any ſcruples of eonſcience in 
the point, this muſt diſfolve the union of friend- 


is no coming into their friendly embraces "again, 


113 


bear ſo much as any doubts or ſeruples in their 


ſhip, and the communion of worfhip; and there 


till upon their hearty ' acknowledgrnents,” they 


are received again. And is this an encouragement 
to their p:ople to adviſe with *em, or to apply to 
their miniſters, if they ſhould ever have any 
doubts in the caſe, when for but doubting they 


muſt be caſt off? ſurely, it will juſtify em in 


applying rather to others. Men may cover this 


ſc hiſmatical dividing ſpirit with what ſmooth pro- 


feſſions they pleaſe, of all the moderation and 
temper that is confiſtent with faithfulneſs, and 


throw all the blame on others ; but I am de- 
ceived, if in acting thus againſt righteouſneſs, 


peace, and joy in the Holy Ghoſt, they will be ac- 
ceptable to Ged, or approved of men: and I can't 
think their devotion i in concluding with an un- 
will atone for what 


ſcriptural form of doxolo 
they have Calais id 'Frdubb. of <harity, tho 
but unawafeggt* >. 7 3 

And as I like very w e agge they al- 


ledge from the great Chillingwortb, p. 128. that 
no demonſtration can be ſtronger than this, God 
hath ſaid ſo, and therefore it muſt be true: fo 1 
hope, they alſo will like and conſider another 


paſſage which P'll offer from him, viz. © By the 


religion of Proteſtants, I do not underſtand 


© the doctrine of Luther or Calvin nor the 


* confeſſion of Geneva, the articles of the C urch 
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* of England, no, nor the harmony of proteſtant 
* confeſſions; but that wherein they. all agree with 


« a greater harmony, as. the perfect rule of faith, 


© that is the Bible. And I judge, he would 


have abated nothing of all this, if the Aſem- 
bly's confeſſion had been in the harmony alfa. 
But it ſeems, tho that was attempted, it would 
not be admitted. to this honour by the magi- 
ſtrates nor church of. Geneva, when the harmony 


ef confeſſions was reprinted there, Anno 1654. 


This I learn from a very late author *, tho [ 
know not the reaſons of that refuſal; and 1 


hope it ſhall never, even among the diſſenters 
here, be able to ſupplant the Bible, or be eſteemed 


a better antidote againſt hereſy and error, than 
the unerring oracles of God : rather, let God (and 
his Word) be true, and every man (with his con- 
ſequences and explications) a Har. | 


* See the famous trial of the reverend Mr. James Grame, 
once profeſſor, &. at St. Andrews, p. 70. and Preface, p. 12. 
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An APPENDIX concerning the 


Equality of the Three Perſons ; 


wih Mr. Jurieu's Teftimony to rhe 
Primitive Doctrine in this Point. 


TAVINC before denied the affertion of 
theſe gentlemen, p. 39. viz. That the uni- 
verſal Church has agreed in this, that the Father, 
Son, and Holy Spirit, are the One God. 


equal in power and glory, I ſhall purſue this main 


point a little further, and ſhew from Mr. Jarier's 
own confeſſion, and upon his full examination 
of this matter, that there appears not any ſign, 
among the primitive Chriſtian writers, of ſuch 
a doctrine being taught in the Chriſtain Church, 
as that of the Son's being equal in power and glo- 
ry to the Father, for the firſt /bree or four hun- 
dred years. = „„ | 
If I ſhould produce the teſtimonies of any of 
the Romiſh\ communion, ſuch as Petavius and 
Huetius, &c. ſome would ſuſpect em as treacherous 
in the cauſe: if I produce Sandius, or others, 
accounted Arians, it will be ſaid they are par- 
tial in favour of their own opinions. But Mr. 
Furieu, as he was a man of great learning and 
abilities, ſo he is well known to have been a 
man of great orthodoxy, according to the com- 
mon ſtandard, a true Calviniſt, and a very ve- 
hement and ſ:yere writer againſt the Socinians and 
Arians; and therefore I ſuppoſe they will reve- 
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him to be partial againſt his own cauſe, or in be- 
half pf his advetlaries,” This” bs imony- ſhall be 
taken/from his. Paſteral - Leiter, Writte 
comfort and. eftabliſhment 67 7 55 Frach pro- 
5 under Fee about forty . years 
*. | 8 67 * | 
In, his ſouth letter he LY ts fome animadver- 
ſions on a book of the Biſhop of Meaux, who 
charged the proteſtants with wariations from the 
primitive doctrine in the point of Juſtification, | 


c. and conſequently with error, upon this prin- 


ciple, which he laid down, viz. That the iruth, 
coming from God, is complete and perfect in its; firſt 


| delivery; ſo that all variation from that is a 
ſwerving from the right rule. Mr. Juriei con- 


P. 126, 7. 


demns this principle as taken at lurge, and ſays, 
That if Mr. Baſſuet means that the truth was at 
firſt beſt underſtood, and moſt happily explained, 
'ris ſo far from being a true poſition, that | 
dirett contrary to it is true: that divine truths 
were not revealed but by degrees, nor. revelation 
itſelf fully underſtood and explain'd till after many 
ages, when, by means f the united aid of an infi- 
nite number of Doctors, more light was given; 


and that it was occcaſion?d by hereſies and here- 


tics,” that the knowledge of Chriſtian'\truths came 
to the perfection, in which they; have been for 1200 

or 1300 years paſt. And he alledges, That be 
moſt eſſential articles of the Chriſtian. religion not 


only ſuffered forme variations in the outward forms 


of expreſſion, until the fourth and fifth, centuries, 


but alſo that the change of expreſſion. was [uch,,as 


_ might give men quite different ideas of things. And 


P. 125. 


adds, That he: 20as tempted do thinl, Surely Mr. 
Boſſuet never. look'd.intto the writings oſube er 
of | the oo Jr ſt ages, if * Nee not Owe: 


"4 e: 31. hen 


* 
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Then he proceeds to prove this from an emi- þ 


nent inſtance, viz. That of the adorable Trinity 
of perſons, in the ſame efſence ; which he thinks 1 1s 
contained clearly in the New 7 eftament, and was 
diſcerned. by the fir/t Chriſtian Doctors, and which 
he judges to be an article of utmoſt importance, 
and eſſential fo Chriftianity ; but yet, ſays he, E- 


CSI 5% 454 


its right ES” or * ſhape, until the Council of Nice; 7 *Informg] 


nay, until that of Conſtantinople elf. An 
this he repreſents in e great points, viz. the 
temporal (tho antemundane) generation of the ſe- 
cond perſon of the Trinity, and his inequality to 
the Father; both which he not only fays, but 
by proper citations fully proves, to have been una- 
nimouſly profeſſed by all the antients of the, three 


firſt ages; who held indeed (ſome of 'em) three 
di bing perſons of one ſubſtance, but (as he ſays) 
begotten and proceeding in time; and alſo mak- 
ing an inequality between the Father and the Son. 


And yet, I ſuppoſe, none of them ever ſaid the Four Tan- 


Son was an underling, or his ſervants the baſe . 0 


flaves. ' fers,p.30- 


He ſhews the former of theſe, from Aubenago- 
ras, Tatian, Theophilus, and Tertullian, who be- 
lieved the Son to have been eternally hid within 
the Father virtually and ſeminally, but that he was 
generated of the Father, and became à diſtin# 
perſon from him but a little while before the cre- 


at:on. So that by their account, Mr. Jurieu ob- P. 128.— 
ſerves, the Trinity of perſons commenced but a lit- 32. 


tle before the world began. 
However, Mr. Furieu comforts himſelf with 
this, That *tis not a fundamental difference, be- 
cauſe *tis neither Socinianiſm nor Arianiſm, (nor 1s 
that ſo which I plead for) and he lays much of 
the blame of it upon that i/l-rran/lated text, Prov. 
8. 22. Thou haſt created me the beginning of thy 
Vor. II. 1 ea,; 
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2a) 5. fot ſo the 5 and old Latin verſien ons read 
it. But whether right or not, it menen not Here, 
ſince it appears the antients unanimouſly embraced 


that reading, and ſenſe of the text, as no way 


inconſiſtent with the analogy of their faith con- 
cerning Chriſt, the Word; whoa tho they did not 
uſe. often to call a cteature by the common word 
 rioua, yet they never ſcrupled to'fay be was cre- 
ated, and the beginning of God's ways, or of the 
creation of God. | 
Tertullian (arguing againſt Hermogenes, ho 
held the eternity of matter) ſpeaks very broad: 
Tes Hermogenes, ſays he, acknowledge, that the 
wiſdom f God (which he alſo calls the Mord, 75 
only- begotten Son of God) is therefore ſaid to be 
created, that we might not think any thing to be un. 
created but God alone; for if what was within the 
Lord, and wes in, and of bimſelf, viz. Bis wil- 
dom, was not without a beginning, much more had 
every thing elſe a beginning which is out of God. 


_ Shall any thing be more antient than the Word, the 


only-begotten Son of God, except the Father *? 


And it appears, when ſuch words as #{icweic, 
and pariari, &c. were uſed, it was without any 
deſign of ſignifying equality in power and 


| glory; ; and only meant ſome /ikene/s, or at moſt 


equality in the 2 nature of their 


ſubſtance. 
This /atter point, viz. the denying of the Son's 


equality to the Father, he repreſents from the 


fame Athenagoras and Tertullian; and that not as 
their own Fefe imaginations, bur as the com- 
: mon 


* 4 gnoſcat ergo Hermogenes, cio Sepbiam Dei natam 


& conditam prædicari, ne quid innatum & inconditum præter 


ſolum Deum crederemus. Si enim intra Dominum quod ex 
4 & in uy fuit, ſine initio non fuit ; Sophia ſcilicet 2 ; 

to magis non capit fine initio quicquam fu 
quod. extra Dominum fuerit, &c. Tertul. cont. Herms 3 
c. 18, &c. 
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mon theology gf the learned of heir age, both 
in the Eaſt and Maſt; alſo. from. Juſtin Martyr, 23 
who 8 calls the Son the Faiber's ſervant, and 2 
ſays, he was faljecs to his will, before the incarna. 1 
tian; and from, reneus, and Clemens Alexandrinus; 
and ſays, that after all, Origen, whom they after- 
wards cenſured ſo very rigorauſly, has not ſpokes 
more harſh things on this ſulject, than the other 
writers of his age, p. 133. (Mr. Du Pin ſays the 
like of Origen, ) tho he confeſſes. again, that thele Feel. Hai. 
expreſſions of the primitive writers give us very vol. 1. 
falſe ideas, and moſt different from ours in theſe 
latter days, which he thinks to be beſt and moſt 

And tho ſome may be ready to look on Mr. 
Jurieu, by his ſtrange way of arguing, to be 
ſcarcely in earneſt, yet he is ſo very ſerious in it, 
that he devoutly admires the wiſdom of the divine 
providence in this method, viz. * That at the 
very time, when Antichriſtianiſin was ready to 
© enter into the church, and to make ſuch ha- 
* vock and deſolation in religngns as hath been, 
and is yet ſeen, there was ſo great care taken 
* of theſe fundamental articles; and that in or- 
der to preſerve the foundations of Chriſtianity 
from being deſtroyed by Antichriſt, they were 
put under the protection of ſuch an authority, 
(viz. that of general councils) as Antichriſti- 
* aniſm. itſelf could not but, in ſome meaſure, 
* reverence. And, /ays he, the ſame providence 
© fo order'd it, that theſe fundamentals, which 
* had been hitherto but very imperfectly explain'd, « 
©. were then explained with the utmoſt accuracy 
and juſtice? p. 127. e e, 

But poſſibly ſome others will think, that Auli- 
chriſt was even then already come, and that then 
began his predicted kingdom of apoſtacy : that 
then, by thoſe councils, was the foundation laid 

| D d 2 5 of 


po + a 


" Remarks on the © 


of the two great inſtances of eli l, 


try, viz, the extiavagant worſhip of the bleſſed 
Virgin, under the ſwelling title of the Mother of 
God; and the wor/hip of bread, under that of the 
body of the ſupreme God; and that the prince of 
darkneſs, the enemy of truth and love, could 
not have taken a more effectual courſe to pro- 
mote error and eruelty, than by prompting men 


to aſſurne dominion over the faith of their bre- 
_.. thren, and under pretence of better ſtating and 
_ explaining the old creed, to alter and pervert it ; 


and then, by pretended authority, by cruel ana- 
thema*s, and perſecutions, (which now began a- 
mong Chriſtians) to impoſe their own notions ' 
on others as a zeſt of Chriſtianity, and Chriſtian 
communion ; and all this made ſacred too, by a 
claim of great reverence due to the deciſions of 
an infinite number of Doctors, who too often, alas, 
were ſo full of the rab of man, of ſtrife and 
party-cantention, that in vain went they about 
Working the righteouſneſs of God. 

The event has ſhewn what ſucceſs ,theſe me- 
thods have had with ſucceeding generations ; and- 
that the churches never after this enjoyed true 
peace, except it was in times of ſtupid 1gno- 
rance and midnight darkneſs, under Antichri- 
ſtian tyranny, which at the return of new light 
appeared intolerable, and Jſrael groaned to come 
out of Egypt. by a reformation ; ; and well had 
it been if the firſt reformers (who yet were, many 
of them, good and excellent men) had not ſtopped 
ſo much at the four general Councils, but had gone 
backward up to the four Evangeliſts, and the 
Apoſtles themſelves, in their inquifies after the 


primitive Chriſtian doctrine, eſpecially in funda- 


mentals : but it appears from the harmony ef 
their confeſſions, how much they relied on the 


authority of thoſe councils with * an implicit 


faith: ; 
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faith; whereas thoſe councils; by Mr. Jurieu's 
account, give us ſuch expreſſions, and ſuch idea 
too of theſe things, as were not taught in the 
more primitive times and churches : fo that (ac 
cording to the 21ſt article of the church .c of 
Englaud) we may adventure to ſay, general cdun- 
cils may err, 7, and Dave erred,” in things Periainng 
to God. | 

But tlio Mr. Foals ſtill maintain*d the modern; 
opinions, under all this conviction of their he- 
ing quite different from the primitive, upon the 
ſtrength of this vain conceit, viz. That the 
Chriſtian faith was brought to greater perfection 
in after- ages; yet as I am ſure the true primitive 
Chriſtians, who had the Apoſtles for their teachers, 
or thoſe who converſed with the Apoſtles, did, 
not fatally err, but o,jq& a precious and ſaving 
faith, 2 Pet. 1. 1. ſo all ſuch, who with me 
eſteem the faith as at firſt delivered to, and re- 
ceived' by tbe Saints, beyond thoſe later notigns 
which varied from 1t, are content,. I preſume, to 
fit down with the old plain apoſtolic doctrine, 
before it was mended (if it muſt be ſo) by the 
Council of Nice or Conſtantinople : and we may 
hope, that thoſe, who have attained to a greater 
than the primitive perfection of faith, will, at 
leaſt, not pronounce ours damnable, nor think 
us utterly unworthy of their communion, (tho it 
ſhould be in the loweſt form) for its being of the 
Ante-Nicene tamp. And yet, a ſubſcribing. bro⸗ 
ther has very raſhly declared, that without gtuing Mr. Ridg- 
equal divine honour to Father, San, and Spirit, all ie ht 
eur religious exerciſes are unacceptable to Gad. 1 1 
Now I think this is dealing out his uncharitable Charge of 
| + cruel a#athems's as freely as ever the Councils Enpofition, 
have done. What is this leſs than pronouncing dc. P. 23. 
us damned, and unfit for chyreh-comumpnion, 
far not conſenting to his interpretations? And 


4 
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ſmnce he owns, that a creed, with the addition 
of ſuch a function, comes within the verge of 
inpaſition, p. 12. and vindicates his brethren and 
himſelf from the imputation of impaſition on others, 
p. 35. only upon this ſuppoſition (which he untruly 
pretends to be fact,) viz. That they content them- 


ſelves without any coercive methods to bring him, that 


diſagrees in ſentiments, to be of their mind, and that, 
tho they judge him heterodox according to their way 
of thinking, they do yet pretend only to judge for them- 


ſelves, 1 do conclude he has confirmed the charge 


of impoſition : for he has peremptorily judged for 
his brethren, that they are unacceptable to God, 
and unfit for church-ſociety ; which I think is 
coercion and anathema and a mark of diſtinc- 
tion with a witneſs, on ſuch as diſagree to his 
ſentiments. 5 5 
And I think I may venture to ſay further, That 
even the Council of Nice never afferted the egua- 
lity of the three perſons; no, nor of the Sox to 
the Father : for as to the Holy Spirit, tho he had 
been ſpoken of as inferior to, and as made by, 
the Son, in the earlier writers; and it was alſo 
apparent, that the Arians had not ſo high an 
opinion of him, as they had of the Sox : yet that 
council never ſo much as conteſted with them the 
point of the Holy Spirit's equal dignity, nor en- 
ter d any caution about it; nor do they ſo much 
as call him God of God, or God in any ſenſe ; or 
declare him to be one ſubſtance with the Father, 
but barely ſay, I believe in the Holy Spirit. And 


therefore Mr. Jurieu ſaid, the Chriſtian faith was 
not completely underſtood and expreſſed till the 
Council of Conſtantinople, (which was about fifty 


is no pretence for the churches agreement, at that 


cont. W c. 18. 7. ZE. 


1 Tan # 


time, in the aſſertion of the Aſembly 8 Catechiſm, 
viz, That all i the three peo are equal Ls Power 


IT !77 
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11 Fr? 
r do I mink the M. zene Fathers ve wy x 


marks of their believing tlie Son's equality to 
Father # in power and glory, but the contragy. 


For, | 


(1.)- They declare the Father to be FY one God 
Almighty, wavrougeroge, or Ruler of all: 7 believe 
in one God the Father, Then, 

23 They call the Son only God of God, i. e. a 
God derived of that One God the Father; which 
has been generally allowed, by the reputed ortho- 


dox, to import an abatement of the Sox's glory, 


and to give a pre-eminence of glory to the Father; 
and on'this account they have granted, that the 
Father is greater than he, and the Son inferior to 


him. How many of the firſt reformers could I 


roduce for this? But it is not needful, nor will 


it, I think, be denied. I ig not evil for any one to 
ſay (lays Zanchius ) That be, who is God of God, is 
inferior to him who is not God of God, but wy his 
Deity of himſelf *®. 

(3.) The other expreſſion of the Mie creed, 
Light of Light, ſeems to imply the ingquality alſo. 
The earlier writers had often reſembled the Father 


and Son, to the ſun and the ſun's beams or rays, 


as Tertullian in the place formerly cited : the Fa- 
ther was repreſented as the whole vaſt Sody of the 
ſun, and the Son as a ſmall part or portion, 'a 


ray or a beam; the Father is the whole" ſubſtante, 
the Son a e and portion of that whole. 


d4 To 


=: 3M Nequeimplat fuerit, fi and Seu, Deum, qui " FR Deo, 
inferiorem eſſe illo, qui Deus non eſt de Deo; majus enim 


quiddam eſt deitatem habere à ſemetipſo, quam ab alio fibi 
communicatam. Zanch. Epifl. ad Fohan.” Wilbetm. Stucl. a. 
J find him quoted by Sandius. And Tertul. Jays the ſame, 
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To! fone fark: notions: the Nicene: Fathers may 


ſeem'to allude; or elſe perhaps to his being called 
the awaiyacua, the brightneſs of the Fatber s. glory, 


Feb. +..3. Which brightneſs may be applied to 


a very Tmall matter, in compariſon of the glorious 


ſan itſelf 3 as Nazianzen, tho on another occaſion, 
has the expreſſion, :viz. Ihe little e of the 
Huge glorious luminary *. 


4.) The word homoouf og, or ir of one ſubſance 


1 the Father, which is added, does not at all 


imply any equality of power and glory, whatever 
it does as to ſameneſs of nature and kind of 


the ſubſtance: for huge body of the ſun is of 
much more power and glory than a ſingle ray; 
and we have already ſeen from Tertullian, that 
thoſe, who held the Father and Son to be one in 
ſubſtance, did yet hold the Son to be inferior: 

and ſince it could not but be well known, that the 
one ſubſtance would never eſtabliſh the Son's equa- 
lity to the Father, there is no doubt to be made 


but the council would have added other words, 


that ſhould have done it, if they had been of 


that mind, or if they had really blamed 4rius 


for afſertng the Son's inferiority : no, they 


would not go ſo far, tho they boldly ventured 
at the one ſubſtance, Some indeed had gone be- 
fore them in that point, but none that I know of 
had afforded them a precedent for aſſerting an 


equality of glory and dominion, nor did they ven- 
ture to give one to others. 

Hence it appears, that it was no branch of A. 
rianiſm, nor any proper opinion of Aris, viz, 
To hold the Father*s ſuperiority to our Lord Jeſus 
Chriſt, his Son, as God of God; nor was this ob- 
Pech ainſt Arius. And tho there ſeemed to 

N fition e to find fault, and to add 550. 

Words 
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to deliver ſuch a manifeſt error in fact, with ſo 


thing of T. E. 


fur Ks L551 ndon- Nin iter. # . | 42s "4 


wordseto their Apt too, as mig ght be moſt dir. ad 
agreeable, where they had an an an colour for i it, 


(as appears in their choice of the word homooufios, 
when they underſtood it would diſguſt the Hias, 


as St. Ambroſe informs us *) yet it ſeems they pre- 


ſumed not to ſay one word of the equality of gliry, 
wigs, 1 have 1 d effectualiy done their work 
ainſt the Arxians, than the word con ſubſtantial 
ie oh 22 
And if this be a juſt account of things, either 
as to the Nicene Fathers themſelves, or eſpecially 
as to the more primitive Chriſtian writers; then I — 
demand of theſe four Gentlemen, how they came 


much aſſurance? It might be judged not civil to 
impute to them utter unacquaintznce with theſe 
matters; and yet perhaps it would not be very 
kind to deprive them of that plea, unleſs I knew 
of a better, which I do not: for it would ſeem to 
me very ſtrange, to hear a man of moderate ho- 
neſty, confidently publiſh it to the world, That 
the univer ſal church has agreed in this, That Father, 
Son, and Holy Spirit, are the one God ; the ſame 
in eſſence, equal in power and glory; unlels he could 
very ſincerely profeſs, that he had never examin- 
ed into the fact, but took it for granted to have 
been ſo. 

Let it be remember'd, that I am not now en- 
quiring about the oneneſs or equality of ſubſtance 
in the three perſons ; nor whether thoſe few an- 

tient 


® Lib, 1 as F ide. | 

— Hoc verbum in tractatu Fidei poſuerun Patres, quod 
viderunt adverſariis eſſe formidin. 

F So little fignifies all that Bi ſhop Bull, Dr. Waterland, 
Oc. lay their main ſtreſs upon, viz the conſubſtantiality; 3 
awwhol:y ds by the earlieft Chriſtian writers; raſply afſertd 
by Tertullian, yet flatly rejected by others; and after all is no- 
thing to the main point; and is 1 45 710 man on carts eu any 
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tient Chriſtian writers who ſpeak « of it, had any. real 


* Remarks on 8 


grounds for ſuch a notion; nor whether, up 
that notion, they might not alſo have proceeded: 
to maintain the egualzzy of all the three, in power, 
wp. glory, and ag f Kc. But I am n 


„ 


igious worſhi is concerned in it: ' the reſt, vis, 
about ſubſtance and eternity, is only matter of 
philoſophic ſpeculation. 

For ſerious religion is not a buſineſs of meta- 
Phyſics, or a ſet of fine notions, about the nature 
of God's ſubſtance, or his ſpirituality and abſolute 
eternity, and the like; which, if our own reaſon 


_ does not naturally lead us to have ſome ſpecula- 


tions of, revelation ſeems not much to concern 


it ſelf, or us, with them. Nor are theſe the 


grounds of our worſhip or obedience : One that 
has, in a manner, no notion of theſe points 
(and indeed who has any that are direct and clear?) 
may love, worſhip, and obey God very ſincerely, 
from a deep ſenſe of his ſovereign authority over 
him. And if there were any being, tho of neyer 
fo ſpiritual a ſubſtance or eternal exiſtence, which 
yet was without any relation to us, or dominion 
over us, we ſhould not call it therefore our God, 
nor think we ought to worſhip, honour, and obey 


it, only for its being an eternal ſubſtance, &c. 


So that the whole matter of religion and reli- 
gious worſhip is to be govern'd, by a right ſenſe 
of the glorious power and dominion of Him with 
whom we have to bs 7 They who have equal power 


and authority, equ#/ly abſolute, and W 
5 and 


1 
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and unaceountable, may expect equal acknow- _— 
I 1:dgments, the /ame eſteem and Kor: but it 9 
uill be otherwiſe, if their dignity be unegual. And 
therefore, if among the Sacred Three (for they care 
not to tell us wha? three'to call them) we find 
ONE, from and by whomthe' other two are furniſh- 
ed with all the excellencies and abilities they have, 
and under and for ubom they act, and 2% whons 
they are aceountable: This One, this Firs Cauſe 
and Ultimate End, will doubtleſs appear greatly 
ſuperior to the others in power and glory; ſo that 
it will ſeem. injurious to level bis honour and 
glory to theirs, or to advance theirs to the fame 
pitch with his. 
And I dare ſay, as much. as theſe. men talk 
(from their catechiſm) of an equality of the 
three, yet, if it were but in general determined, 
that there is one of them greatly ſuperior to the 
other eo, in power, knowledge, and glorious. 
dignity, there is not any of them would be at the 
lealt loſs to diſtinguiſh winch. 1s that SUPREME 


HE. 


Rom. 15. 5, 6. The God of ITO and 23 
tion grant us to be likeminded toward one ano- 
ther, according to Chriſt Jeſus, that with one 
mind, and one mouth we may (as, I think, 
all agree they can) glorify the God and Fa- 
ther of our Lord Jeſus Ctuiſt. 1 
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TR, Tong $ bard ination againſt hi his brethren. Page 


The ft Reformers made great uſe of external foes 2 

matters of religion. u wy 
The: tuuy made uſe.of at Dublin latth.. 19 42 {hun | 
The ſubſcribing brethren hemſelves noi Gen and Fel. f 


tell their ſentiments about the Trinity. 377 
Their unjuſt reproach on others retorted on zensur. 380 
o are Sabellians, and what their err. 84 
They have no determinate ſenſe of- the Trinity,” aur the 

divine unity. x. 385 
Their evidence ue for "the Son's Deity from the On 7, obama 
| C onſ ſider ; „ 388 
390 


Their evidence from the New Teſtament 0-7" idered 
T heir refs of the Deity of the Holy Spirit. 392 
27 not a 4 certain when the ho: Fr. Spirit is meant 

by the word Spirit. 394 
Invocation of the Spirit, if not found in the Scripture, why 


ot to be inferred merely from conſequentes. ib. 

The ſubordination of the Spirit not to be evaded, as in the 
caſe of” the Son. 
A very irreverent argument brought againſt t the Spirit” S fb 
... ordination. h 

Why the modern churches might unawares err in their 3p 
feſſions, 22 too much on councils. 399 
Thoſe confeſſions diſagree among themſelves. 402 
Ad with the primitive true creed. 404 
Ar. Reynoles $ advice conſider” d. A 407 
s advice to read, &c. partial. 80 409 


His motives 700 general, and too mean, 411, 412 
Great wncharitatlencſs zawards their brethren who doubt, 
The Aſſembly's confeſſion. not admitted i in the Harmony 

Fc. at Geneva. 
Ar, Jurieu's te/timony to the primitive doctrine of — 
Trinity before the council of Nice. 415 
That the antignts Chrifttan Writers held the generation 4 
the Sf be 6 Jittle before the creation of the wor. 


T hat they held not the Son to: te equal to the Father. * 8 

The council of Nice ert not the equality of the __ 
perſons, 

No branch of Arianiſm 10 deny the equality of glory — 

dominion, which is the great point indebate, 4243 426 
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hc ow ee i eee 
Mr. TROSSE's Arguments 
ANSW.ERED;”.. 
| Relating to the 


Lord Jeſus Chriſt, 


And the DEITY of the 


Taken from 


His CAT ECHIS M, and SERMON on 
Luke xxii. 3 1. printed at Exon. 


— 


Does Gop know himſelf beſt? or do we know him yet better ? 

* _ Shall he never tell us, there are three that equally poſlefs 20 
divine perfections, and are but one God, and we tell him, 
that this muſt be? Is not this inſupportable arrogance ? 
— The words of Dr. Calamy of Inſpiration, p. 212. in- 
werted and rectiſied nearer to truth. 

I have ſometimes thought (when I have read the Four Evan- 
geliſts) that Chriſt was apprehenſive, men, in their pretended 
love to him, would quite forget his Father, and terminate 

their honour and affections in the Son; which he appears 
ſolicitous to prevent, and more expreſly Fohz ch. xiv, xv, 
xvi, xvii, and elſewhere. ——— Mr. M. Sylveſter's Preface 
to his Sermons, Part J. | 
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THE, 


ROY nabe the N of FER and 
altering Dr. Calamy's words, with which 
14 1 7he title-page of Mr. Troſſe's arguments is 
garniſhed, I think it but fair to reſtore them as 
hey are cited from bis own book ; viz. Does God 
know himſelf beſt ? or, do we know him yet 
better? Shall he tell us, there are three that e- 
quall 8 poſſeſs all divine perfections, and yet but 
one God; and ſhall we tell him, this cannot be? 
Is not this inſu pportable arrogance? Which words, 
as here recited, do very plainly inſinuate theſe things : 
Firſt, That God has told us, there are three that 
equally poſſeſs all divine perfections. And Se- 
condly, That yet theſe three are one God, I de- 
mand of the Doctor, where God tells us any ſuch 
things? Thirdly, That the Unitarians (in rela- 
lion to whom he ig ſpeaking) are ready to tell God, 
That tho they find be has ſaid it, yet it cannot be- 
elſe he ſhould have placed it to their ignorance, and 
not to their arrogance, or to their preſuming they 
know God better than he knows himſelf. 
Which are inſinuations of things ſo groſly falſe 
and uncharitable, that I will ſuppoſe him more 
aſhamed to vindicate his words in this ſenſe, than to 
retract them; unleſs there be ſome covert meaning 
in them. For, perhaps, the Doctor means it only on 
appel tion, that Cod had told us ſuch things, with- 
out 


4 


© 


1 g f — . = 
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out beliving that be has indeed ſaid them, and that 
> _ then gt. bad been arrogance do tell bim, this cannot 
be, which is nothing io the Unirarians more than 
* to” My. Troſſe's admirers: ſo that I hope the 
title-maker has miſtaken the Doctor; and 1 ht ra- 
ther think thus, becauſe alittle after this, p. 294. 
ſpeaking of the Scripture- account of theſe matters, 
| 1 Dotter exp & himſelf more modeſtly and 
„ V. Th 

y irt tie D 
As for Mr. Troffs I had no knowledge of =_ 

but ſuppoſe bim a perſon of conſciencb, and of grea 


Fo” 


fragments; and I hope the worſe inference, 1 
am man can make. from what I bave ſaid or. done, 
can be no more, than that probably I may judge him 
ſo weak and ſo boneþs, as 10 believe his own . 
_ ments to be valid. 


we And ſame rotches as to a 


eſteem, from the care ſome have taken A r "ls 


a @.- a 


Me: TROSSE": Catechiſth. 


— ae EF WE" n 3 31 2 


5 Can sT. 


Troſſe. 
Te, . 


ANY in our days deny the Deity of the * 


t not thoſe who own Chriſti- g. vel Tf 


anity, 1545 who believe that God has made him p. 83. 


Lord and Crit to the glory of the Father, who 
has ſet him a God over all. 
Tr. If Chrift were not Ged, he could nat, 5 bis 


own power, overcome the devil and the wor 


Reſp. 1. Why, may not one below the ſupreme 


God. overmatch the evil ſpirit? 

2, What if Chriſt caſt out Satan by his Father's 
power, or the finger and Ipirit of 2 It is but 
what Chriſt % Lale i. 

Tr. He could not, then, love waded ro- the 
wrath of God. 

Reſp. i. God was never wroth with Chriſt, 


Acts 2.36. 
1 Cor. 15. 


27. 


who did all things well, and was even as a facrifice | 


well-pleafing to him. God was not his terror, oe: Eph. 5. 2. 


his great and only comfort and joy in his wo 
ſufcrings. 1 am nat alone, a he, becauſe the K. 


ther is with me. 


Joh. 28. 


2. Again, If Chriſt were f preme God, whoſe 32. 


wrath could hurt him? for what is infinite can't 
Vor. II. E e ſuffer, 


* 


1 
1 


434 


_ n= 
Notes 07 Me. Troflle's Carte 


Anſwer to ſuffer, nor. can make infinite ſatisfaction by be- 
coming infinitely miſerable” Theſe notions 1980 | 


PRC» 


Leſy, p. 
81. 


no place in Scripture, but are the wild 


ignorant men. 


bl 2 N n * e purdh bal ay TY 


Re ſp. Bur be could, 3 did procure of God, 
that we might freely by bis grace be juſtified ; and 
have the ſree gift of eternal life, F freely 
given by the Father, as by the Son. 

Tr. The deniers of- uur Lord's 3 in 


this, not a whit vetter than Jews * Maho- 


U 


metans; :!!! U& „ N 
Reſp. Glorious chant? What, is it not 7 — 

to take Chriſt for our Lord and Medigtor, n 

to God; and to honour, and love, and tr 

him, as one fully impower'd to rule and 25 us; 

than to curſe, and hate, and crucify hic, as a de- 


viliſh"impoſtor and blaſphemer? Mick mote, if 
you believe but one God, a Tritheiſt'may tell you, 


this is no better than the Fews and Mahometans 


believe in this particular; and muſt we therefore 
have other Gods, like Pagans? © * 

Tt. Chrift is God's own, bis begotten, his on) 
Son : now, we know, true proper ſons are of the 
felt- ſame nature with their parents. 

Rep. And we know true ſons are always of 
we parents, and have diſtinct beings, 'and are 
other men. It is abſurd to conceive of a proper 
generation, Sc. after the manner of men or beaſts, 
in che "great God. God begets Chriſtians, and 
Chriſt's human nature, is his own begotten Son; 


that which Joall be born (yevperm) or begotten, of 


thee, ſhall b called the Son of God. Nor is Chriſt 


called begotten in Scripture before, Thou art my 
Son, this day have I begotten thee. Yet this tem- 


par begerting was not of one of .the 945 ſame 
| nalure, 


2 


nature, .burlikeneſs nor is a ſonfalways of * 


. Trolle Catechiſm. 


Power And glory wih his father. N To os 


a 


F Fr. Chriſt Jays, We Farber are es 50 N 
8 


John 10. 304 N n 
Ned. Calvin ſhys, duphen abuſed, when 18. 
terpreted againſt the Arians; and Chriſt telis how 
they two are ode, Jobn 17. 22. even as _y 
Chriſtians may become onBe. 8 
Tr. The peculiar titles and names of Ged are 
ow to*Gheifh via. God, John 1. . 3 13424 
Reſp. 1. This is not peculiar to the Supreme. tor 
See John 10 34. ad 
2. Even in this text he is ' diſtiveniſhed from 8514 
The Gad. See the Aale, to Dr. IRON on the 
-Trinity, P. 331. 
Tr. Heis the true G 1 1 20. and the 
great "God, Tit- 2. 13. and Gau, 2 over r all, 


L hoy: 


* Reſp. "The view 8 are olainly. aid, not, of 


Chriit, but of his Father, Thee the only, 4rue 2 Job. 17.3. 
Cod, and Jeſus Cbriſt whom thou haſt ſent; and 

we find the appearance of the Father's glory, Lak, 26. 
diftin? from Cbriſt's glory. The . laſt text AS. 17 


doubtful, and if ſaid 5 Chriſt, the ſame We. 


Paul explains it, with limits. He i ex-, 3 or. 15 


cepted, Sepia 1a) 8 
Tr. The title of Lord is given hw wobich i is 8 
word by which the Seventy render Jehova. 
Reſp. 1. But this title 1 is inferior to that of 


God: See 1 Cor. 8. G | 
2. Then the Lerd: ſaid to my: Lord, will n 12. 


ply ewo 7ehovabs, if Ku a, Lord, mean Je. 36. 
bovah , and Lord of * will be Fehavah efRer g, 16. 
J ehavahe. | 
Tr. But many paſſages, 8 to Febrab an; 
in the Old Teſtament, are aſcribed to Chriſt in ide 
new. Pſ. 68. 18. Ia. 6. Numb. 21. 5, 6. WS 
* But what wonder is this, if theſe were 
' E © 2 ſpoken 


- 


John 14 
12. 


Acts 8. 18, others, but they di 
* Chriſt in his Fauber's name : I come in my Fathers 
* z. nume; ; as the Father ſent me, ſo ſend 1 you, 
Joh. a receive ye the Holy Ghoſt. Pil pray the Father, and 
21. 22. he ſhall give you another comforter. 
3 16. Tr. Vanguiſbing wicked angels, Col. 2. 15. 
* * Micbuel and his angels may Fe" 


0 Mido: —— 


ſpbken of Cbriſt, as perſonating Jebovab, and 
bearing his name? And did __ ſupreme God 


pl. 68. rectibs giſis ſor men Sek for this, Dr. Bames 
5 diſcourſe of the Trinity, c. 7. As for Feb. 1. 10, 


11. it appears note tftat 'tis ſaid of Chriſt, See 
* Anſwer to Dr. Bennet. p. 339 

I. The peculiar works of God are aſcribed 1 
Crip: as, firſt, creation of all es, Joh. 1. 3 
Ooh t. 15. 


See Vol. 1. Reſp. * Tis 05 by kin, as the - Medium din | 


P. 197- ſtrument in the formation of things under God; 
Eph. 1. 9. who, as the principal, created all things e 
Heb. 1. 2. . Chriſt. And ſo tor the next thing. pa * Peſt 
Tr. Secondly, Preſervation, Heb. 1. 8 
Reſp. Tis rather governing all, and! tis in che 
"Tar Bk N 
| Thirdly, Ruling all things, Matt 28. 18. 
, But tis faid to be by all power given bim 
'the Father, which confutes the argument *tis 
Hoch for. So Phil. 2. 10. God gave bim a 
be Hoes* "all; and A#s 2. 36. God made. bim 
Both Lord and Chriſt, and to him the Son him- 
1 Cor. 15 ſelf ſhall acthowledge bis Subjeeion by a ſolemn 
28. => | 
"Ty. Fourth, Miracles, real miracles, J oh. 5.3 6, 
and he gave that power to others alſo. 
Nep. Trae; they bear witne/5that the Father fent 


bim, as the words ſay, but not that he was tire 


ſelf. ſame God, for his diſciples alſo wrought mira- 

* cles; and greater works than I do ſhall they do, 
ſays our Lord. alſo gave the power to 
it in Chriſt's name, and 


7» 9- 


— , Sod na. — , WW as as 


bg aw, Ay ay cas Je, A. 


—_—n ws XX£© us tw \ OX Mo = $a gyms N=ay 


db Reon | 


but all thro God's 


te on, called Mr To N not be equal | * it 1 

ing 5 0 m 8 44 caſt 25 0 5 — 
2 of Go 0 the ſeventy diſciples 2 
by power, from Chriſt ; che devils fe Jubject to us,; * 1 


s Power. 
The defi ien of ail. this, is nor. to; level the 
Lord. Jeſus Chriſt with the A ſties, 71 2 


12 


new how far ſuch things are from being 


per to Gad. If Chriſt had not ſaid, I can 7/7 9 Joh. 5. 

ſelf do nothing, but had faid, that without powers o. 

granted him from the Father, ho could do all 

independently, it had been to . to 

prove what is peculiar to God, but el . 
The other wor ks, of ſanfiification, r egenera- 

tion, perſeverance, ſatuation, reſurrect ion, and 

judging men and angels, and the like, will eaſily 

be accounted for, by the, power granted by 604 

to him, as mediator : ſo. that even by the man 3 5. 

ſpall. God judge the world. But till, 1 

'Fatheris the grea: Fudge of al, and Chril 31 

is only the delegated judge. ich. 12. 
Tr. But the attributes peculiar to. the eternal God, 23. 

are aſcribed to the Lord Jeſus Chr in the MES 
Firſt, Eternity, John 1. 1. in 7 beginning the 

Word was, Prov. 8. e F 
Reſp. Put how comes 1 ve be ming, to {i So NZ 

nify beginning? re the begin- 

ning, of this creation, is. not a ſtrict eternity; 2 

and if all matter were capable of having been 

created from eternity, (as ſome conceive). this 


would not render. it our God, by being eter- by 1 
nal. And this text, Prov. 8. 22. by the Se- „ | 
venty, and the primitive Chriſtian writers, was . | 
ne read, Thou haſt created. me. the beginn © 4 

ng of hy ways ; and fo. Col. 1. 15. Chi. 
the Ws -barn of all the.crgation;" and the eter- " = 
nal. os Heb. 9. 47 is 3 * 5 4 


4780 Ni en on „ M7 Prot: 2 ene, 
copies; and N this n ber l 
Spirit neither. Wee er Ow, de e een 

y 285 Secondly, * omni {dbitity, Heb. 1. 12, W 

Keſp. This only" ſpeaks <ontinuance'; and 10 

4 immortality in the ſaints and angels, Who 

cannot die, Lukè 20. 36. But where is the eternal 

2 Cor. 8. immutability! ? Was * Cbriſt of rith made poor, 

4 and for a Hltle while lower than angels : and then 

Fr» again crowned with” glory above them ? Ts here 
n ſhadow of turning, no varying? 
Tr. T, birdy, Ommipreſence, Mat. 28; 20. John 


go: 
Reſp. The laft text is juſtiy Fare, th Son of 


12 . „n who was in heaven; for ſo the word 1s 
rendred, John 9. 25. I was Blind; — Cc hap. 

. 6.62, 
| But allowing Chriſt to de with his diſciples on 


earth, when aſcended to heaven, it is with his 

aſſiſting grace, by the power and ſpirit of the 

Father: and what is even a direct preſence to all 

on this ſpot of earth, bis drop of a bucket, to 

the filling heaven, and the heaven of Nehvens, 

never ſaid of Jeſus Chriſt; but of God? 1s not 

the ſun preſent to more than this earth, by far? 

2 Tim. 2. Does not one. devil lead all finners captive; and 

26. one evil ſpirit work in the children of diſcbedi- 

Eph. 2. 2. ee? And cannot Chriſt excel him, and yet be 

not ſupreme and infinite? And how did the 

Joh. 6. 38. Son come down from beaven to take a Ea if 

_ omnipreſent ? a 

Tr. Fourthly, bee Joby 2.25, Mat. 9. 4 

1 Cor. 12. Neſp. But did not the Apoſtles alſo dijrevn the 
10. Spirits, by gift from God ? 

Vol. I. p. And did Chriſt know the day of Jodgernent 3 

188. 07 that day knows not ibe Son, but my Father only. 

Mark. 13. Tho now the Lamb bas open d the ſeaPd'\book, 

37  . and the Father may have fevealed ſuch mat- 

Rey, * 15 ters to him. He only (knows all things origi- 

: nally, 


| God, and in me, John 14, 1. 


my name, be will give it you, We preſent ſacri- 


ginally C hi 400 n Jö os 1s oe: ehe, 1 
Tr.  Fifthly; Omnipotency, Rev. . 9 i 
Neſp. That text is not ſaid of Chriſt, but the J 

Father, who is deſcribed by that charges? ver. 4. 

who is, was, and is to come, in diſtinction from jeſus 

Chriſt; yet Chriſt is, and was endowed with all 2 

power, but from the Father; God anointed him Acts io. = 

with poꝛer, and be went about healing, &c. fer 38. A 

God was with him, The title Almighty, Harroręd- 

rue, is in the antient creeds appropriated to God 

the Father, never applied to Gilt F 
Tr. But, in the laſt place, religi ous worſhip, that 

appertains only to the Deity, is given to bim. | 
' Reſp. Then it muſt be ſupreme and ultimate 

worſhip, for the man Chriſt may have inferior 
worſhip. © - 
Tr.: viz. Firſt truſt and confultnce; z believe in 


Reſp. So Exod. 14. ult. They believed in the 
Lord and in his fervaut Moſes, as in the Hebrew ; 
yet our faith refts not here, without paſling thro? 
Chriſt to God, as the ultimate object, als thro? 1 Pet. i. 
him do believe in God that raiſed! bin, that your hope 21. 
migbt be in God. . 

Tr. Secondly, 8 I Cor. 1 Grace be to 

you from our Lord F:fus Chriſt, Acts 7. 59. 

Reb. 1. As for the firſt text, it may as well be 
ſaid, prayer is made to the /even Spirits, or Angels, 
( the Lamb's ſeven eyes) Grace be to you from the Rev. 1. 4. 
even Spirits, which are before bis throne, It ſeems c. 5. 6. 
rather'a wiſh, or elſe all prayer is not peculiar to 
God, but only when he 1 is the ultimate Mer of 5 | 

ay ww: 4Þ 
NY We aſk nothing. of Jeſus: Chriſt directly i 
and ultimately, but as one empower'd by, and =_ 
interceding with the Father, In that day ye Mall John 16. 1 
aſk me nothing; whatſoever ye foall aſt the Father in 23. 


Ee 4 ; _ Hes 


We. 


I 3 Py. 1 but N it —_ you?” Prieſt 
q Heb. 12. that he may preſent them Hd ns de and in 5 


15. this we honour and dg mage 4 hirn. Unger 
the 1 85 K+. {RN 
. Thirdy, Roti, a dorglion, TOE 1. up. 
Phil. 5 10. | , : 


Ac 10. Refp, But this was oft given to creatures fs m0. 


Tr. Fourth 
7 9. 


Baptreing into bis . Mat. 28 


/ men, as that text intimates ; and there is, pothing 
in it that implies the perſon muſt be God Almigh- 
ty, to whom diſciples are made; our Lord Jeſus 

tells them, he had a commiſſion from the Father, 

and therefore bids them go and liſt men far the 

ſervice of the great King, under. himſelf, who 

was commiſſion d by him; and under the Holy 

Spirit, which was the ſeal and ratification, of his 

commiſſion. So the Jews were, in effect, bap- 

tized into Moſes, and were Mgſes's diſciples: 

x Cor 10. Much more may the Lord Jeſus (who is a greater 

Joh. .. law-giver, tho under God, and a Sn in God's 

. 929. houſe, where Moſes was but a 3 gather 

diſciples. 

2. And for bis being join'd with the Father, it is 

common, in ſome religious matters, to join with 

God ſome of his retinue, and inferior beings. 

Rev. 1. 4. Grace to you from God the Fatber, and from tbe. 

r Tim. 5. ſeven Spirits. I charge thee before God, and. the 

wee Lord Feſus, and the ci} Angels, that thou obſerve. 
theſe things. 

Tr. But it ſtetus the perverſeneſs of man, who, 

dares deny a truth, clearer in. Scripture than the 


nal reaſon. 

Reſp. 1. But did any man yet cyer ak ſo. many. 
arguments to prove it Was lig * noon ? or e 
an 


25, fuſed indeed . K but not cenſuret. 


Reſp. E B:ptizing 1 is but the way of diſcipling. 


light at noon-day, becauſe it is wi Ake to car 


Nite 6M. Fr ry avec 


and Rizal jeg prove it; er end, and. then N 
2 tin a8 eqnicipus.th har hl Pee e, 

2. And hew is _ tegen offended at dle 
notion? Is all reaſon carnel and wicked? Or is 
not the fleſh as much nem 49 be ſerved, hy re- 
ceiving the faſhionable opivians, as by the on- 
trary ? Is nat the Deity of the Father, as great 
a curb te the carnal mind, as that of the Son? 
And are not the profeſſors of: this, 4 carnal by 1 Cor. 3. 
envy and ſtrife as any other men? And there may 3: 
be as much laay floth in taking. up with what bs; 
firſt taught us 3 and as much pride in pretending. 
to high faith, and in being aſhamed to confeſs qur 
old, Jong-defended opinions, to bo at lat but ſag, 
miſtakes ; ; as in any thing elſe, _ 

Tr. But it males the laue of Chrift mere to be 
admired, that being eſſential God, he ſDeuld became. 
a miſerable man, Vhul, 2. 6, g. 
Reſp. An infinite, ever-bleded, ipeſſible God. Vol. 1. 
cannot be poor and miſerable, nor empty --—wi 367. 
of his eterval and neceſſary fulneſs, tho he were 
united to a poor man: But a glorious, inferiar, 
ſubordinate perſon might indeed ſuffer loſs and 
an, not only relatively, but really, which is 
enſibly moving. and attaaiſbing, elf-denying 
love indeed. 

Tr. But being God, be can eaſily ſave 15; for he 
ever lives to make interceſſion for them that come 
to God by him, Heb. 7.25. And if Chriſt be God, 
be is almightily prevalent with bis Father, 

Reſp. This argument confutes itſelf ; for, docs 
the ſupreme God's ability lie in ſaving us, by 
making interceion with another ? Is not his own 
power prevalent enough of itſelf? But this ſnews, 
that Chriſt is ſufficient to ſave us, as a ſubordinate 
Mediator with the Moſt High; and as ſuch, he 
8 worthy to be truſted in, worthy to be obey'd, | 
to 


442 Notes on Mr.. Troſſe Catecbiſan. 
dq be believ'd in all ke ſays, to be loved above 
tatkier and mother, and life itſelf, and to be 
Rev 5. 13. oed as our Saviour; and worthy is the Lamb 
ain, io he bleſſing,” and honour, and glory, and 
power aſcribed to bim for ever 5 after' him who ts 
Heb. 8. 1. upon the-throne of imperial majeſty; on the right | 
hand of which throne, the Lord Feſus is ſet on high. * 

So that all the merits" of | bis life and death are 
not gone, nor all the truth of bis doctrine loſt, if he 
be ſtill in this capacity, able to ſave to the utmoſt, 
ſuch as come by him to God. It is a poor argu-- 
ment to ſay, It is impoſſible a mere finite creature 
can ſatisfy an infinite God for fin. For a perfectly 

infinite creature is not to be found, and an infinite 
God is impaſſible. And where is infinite ſatiſ- 
faction required? ' 

Not moved then with ignorant, | tragical exchy- 
mations, or with ſcurrilous, inſulting reproaches, 
of being liars, blaſphtmers, renouncers of God him-- 
ſelf, and antichriſtian evretebes, that pretend to be 
Chriſtians, and ſuch horrid language; we till 
aſſert, that we own 22 is the Al, tho we 

> do it to the plory of ihe Father : and ſo, deny 
neither the Father, nor the Son; pe we ſhall 
be accepted of both, whom we love, and ſerve, 
and' wait for ; and ſhall not fare the worſe for the 
raſh judgment of uncharitable and confident men. 
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e Yn ro Lo 
T is ſaid, Phil. 2. 6. That Chriſt was equal to 
Cod, and thought it no robbtry ſo to be: Now- 
he that is equal to God, muſt be God, * 
. Reſp. Nothing but another God can be equal! 
to God; and Vo in heaven can be compared to pf. 80. 6. 
the Lord? Who among the ſons of the Gods? The Vol. I. 
words render*d equal! to God, ſhould be like 10 P. O2. 
God; the text expreſſes Chriſt's humility, in that 
he did not eagerly and haſtily catch at this like- 
neſs and form of God, as men do at their prey; 
but waving -, h Slorteus, godlike majeſty, he 
ſubmitted t ke death of the croſs; as if he 
had been a ſlaves or in the form , a ſervart. 
Tr. But if he be the ſmalleſt matter inferior to 
God, be muft be infinitely inferior to bim; nothing, 
and leſs than nothing, in compariſon of him. 
Reſp. Foraſmuch as all ſides confeſs fome iaſe- 
riority in the relation of Son, and ſome pre- emi- 
nence in the Father, by which he is greater, in de- 
ference to Chriſt's own words, John 14. 28. I 
think this concluſion is very daring : I durſt not 


uſe ſuch degrading words of the Lord of glory, 
(much 


kd. 


Wii 2 1, Troſſe⸗ s nn 


(ch more ſo, than calling him a creature) and 
| leave this inference.to them who are to. de- 


"= He bas all the attributes of the Godhead 
_ aſcribed ts him; and is equal to God himſelf. 
Reþpp. Is ſelf-exiſtence, independence, Ec. aſ- 
cibeſed him? Is he ſaid to be the Lord God of 
Gods, Joſh. 22: 22? Is he ſaid to have known 
all futurities, even the day of judgment, as the 
Father? Is the Father's honour and worſhip ſaid 
to be to the glory of the Son, as the ultimate end? 
Is it ever to us, There is but on- God, and he 
is the Son, as is ſaid of the Father? Is he ever 
called, The God of the Father, as the Father is 
the Head and God of our Lord Feſus Chriſt, 1 Cor. 
11. 3. 2 Cor. 11. 3x?- Could the Son do all 
things of himſelf, John 5 30? or, Did he give 
to the Father, to have life in himſelf, ver. 26. as 
the Father gave to him? Are dale no > marks of 
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\R 0 M the n . are 2 8 
9 clear Proofs of the Oy. of 4 the Holy Ghop, 
or Spirit. 
Reſp. There are ſo many agen, ſenſes 6f 
the | word Spirit in Scripture, that tis abſurd 


from the Deity of the Spirit in one {oth to 
argue for it in ail the Feſt. God che Father i 


Ghoſt or Spirit: hs, to make the third per ſon Chri 


the manifeſtation of God's power and energy. 
in the communications of miraculous gifts, of 
wiſdom, power, and holy Elevations of zeal, 
or in holy inſpirations, are commonly called his 
Spirit, that fell, was poured out, or came on 
Chriſtians, Sc. in the New Teſtament hi- 
ſtory; in which ſenſe, the Holy Ghoft was nos 
yet, as tis ſaid, 1 2 39. before Cbriſt was 


glorified. | 4 

Now none 6 the ae © ike" Spirit,” the ſafe 
of another perſon diftin&# from tlie "Father, and 
therefore characters and works attributed to 
the former, are no proof ' of the Deiry of the 
latter; ſo that, moſt of the proofs here brought, 
are to no more purpoſe, than, that from P/al. 


36. 6. By be breath of bis month. For, 57 


God and his power, many greater things m 


be aſcribed, than to another Mini pet ev ok | 
yet is a Spirit, and of Which the queſtion 00 


— 


A 2 


ö _—_ STI 33S 75477 


4 


is 

himfelf an Holy Spirit; his power is tlie Hot Ke. 1 
$ Lake 1. * 
Father, will confound the whole Goſpel; and 35: — 
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2446 | dne on Mes rant, ce 


m 12 had ſpied and who! afted 
from him; as x 25%, 4.8. i, e. it redounds to 
this in the conſeqquence, 24 10. 1 that tis 
againſt God himſelf. 

Tr. 75 ings ſaid of Febopab in ans text, are cri- 
Bed 10. the Haß 225 in ther ear 1 | 

Neſp. Well may God be ſaid to ſpe ak at a 

meſſenger by his order ſpeaks; or what is 
ſpoken by his inſpiration... 

Tr. Sin is ſaid to be elianitiet. ale the 
Hoh Gboſt, and ſuch 2 int too, as are unpardon. 
able, Mat. 12. 32. Now Ay... is  commiited  ageinjt 

God only.. 

e Surely « one man may fin againſt his 
neigh our, 1 Sam. 2.25. and againſt his own ſoul 
Te conſcience, | 

But yet there is no ſuch wh in Scrip- 
8 as /in againſt the Holy Ghoft, who is never 
ſtyled our Lord, or Law-giver there: *Tis only 


aud. he who ugh againſt the Holy Ghoſt, and 
blaſphemes : — ——which is a great ſin againſt 


God. 

3. Beſides, tis the . power and finger of God 
in miraculous operations, that is the Holy 
Ghoſt mentioned there, and which ſome reviled 
and called the power of the Devil; and that be- 
fore ever the per/on, viz. the comforter, came. 
And, „ 


4. The unpardonableneſs of it was not be- 


cauſe it terminated on the Holy Spirit, as if 
he were a more formidable object than the 
Father, but becauſe it was a fin againſt God, 
oor the . higheſt aggravations, in 3 


the ſtrongeſt arguments of conviction; 
\ 1 


7 : ; 
#'> . s ? el 
5 - : 1 * * # 4 ; * Fs 7 | N 


it one ſhould Gay; Other ſms againſt Goc may 
ind eaſier *pardoti 3 but lie ct ins pen 
is conſcience, it ſhall hardly be” forgiv 

tho”? conſcience is not God: 80 85 A — 


and blaſphemes againſt the Holy Ghoſt, und 


tramples on the moſt convincing” evidence and 
credentials chat could be Siben, offends” God 
above all. © 8 2 

Tr. Divine Workip is afctibed'to the Huy bot 


Vie. Firſt, Bap1:/%, Mat. 28. 19. Tag ce 


Nep. This, I have before f leon, does not 

proye the point. 
Tr. Secondly, Prayers are Aude 16 bim, 2 Cor. 
13. 14. The communion (or communication) UA 
e 


the Holy © Ghoft be with you. Rev. f. 4. Grace 


to you, and peace from the ſeven * before: the 
throne. © 

"Refp. The fermer text Gntains but a pots 
wiſh of fpititual gifts; and it might as well 
be ſaid, when St. Paul writes, Grace be dib you 
all, Amen, Col. 4. 18. Heb. 13. 25.that it is 4 
prayer made to Grace. 


And as to the latter, it proves ſeven Spirits Vol. I. p. 
to be God, if any at all, which is ſomething too 330. 


many, and above two Trinities of perſons; and 
yet they are not on the Throne with God, but 


ſtand before his Throne, and are ſeven elełt Angels, 


whoſe kind RE St. Jebu wiſhes to the 


Churches .. 


And therefore, 18 the Holy Ghoſt be never 
called God; be never prayed to in Scripture z if 
we are never called the ſervants, nor church, 
nor kingdom, nor * 10 the * Spirit; 

it 


* Rev. 5. 6. They are called the ſeven Spirits of God, 
ſent cb: into all the carth, fo that . are employed in a 
minifterial capacity, or as it is expreſt Heb. 1. 14. They are 
mini firing 5 pirits ſent forth to. minifter for them, "Py foal 
be heirs of ſalvation. 
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448 Votes on Ar. Troſters Sermon. 


if never required to prays. nor give thanks, 
nor, graiſe to. the Holy '$þ irit ut to God for 
and ) his Spirit) and only are bid to be guided 
by, and not 1 nor grieve the Spirit x, as 
may be ſaid alla of our own conſcience : If fo, - 
then what ground is there for all Mr. Troſſe's 
| inferences of ges, and giving thanks for al 
to the Holy Ghoſt, and joining him with the 
Father in ail our devotions? If any ſuch things 
might juſtly be inferred from Chriſtian princi- 
ples, ſurely the Apoſtles were as much concerned 
as any, to make ſuch inferences, and to have 
ut em in practice, for our imitation z and to 
ave left us ſome little more expreſs precedent 
of praying to the one Spirit, than to the ſeven 
Spiriis. SLE 3 
And thou, O Heavenly Father, give thy Hol 
Spirit to all who aſk it of thee, De 
Chriſtians, the fruits of the Spirit may be love, 
Peace, long-ſuffering, goodneſs, gentleneſs, and 
meekneſs ! | 
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bat the: ghree din 
ſtinct, infinite, eterna b | 
« 1 tis hereſy and nonſenſe to judge ther- 
« wile.” HE 

And Dr. South (to the Biſhops) ** Your Lord- 
_ « ſhips cannot but know, that Tritbei/m is worle 
e and more reproachful to Chriſtianity, not on- 


ly than Sabellianiſin, but even than Sociniani ſin 
„ itſelf, as being contrary to all natural as well 


« as revealed religion, 
ce mental article f vt: 
% Godbead; which- , doch not in- 
<« croach upon: and m a further degree, 
4 it is worſe than Ariani/m.”” Preface before the 
Hiſtory of Valentinus Gentilis he Tritheiſt. 

By which it appears, that however Dr. South 
and Dr. Sherlock, or (if it pleaſes better) Dr. 
Owen and Mr. Howe, agreed in uſing the bare 
words One God, and that the Father, Son, and 
Spirit, are that One God; yet they differ'd 
widely in their ſenſe (which is their real Faith) 
and in their explications of the doctrine of the 
Trinity; and that each ſide eſteems the 4rians, 
nay, Socinians, better. than the ather, as better 
Chriſtians or wiſer men: but it had been very 
ſtrange indeed, if thoſe men had reſolved the 
unity of the Gedbead into God the Father, who 

Voi. I. 3 held 


PosT$gCcrier., ' - 
held no unity, but of three Gods, if three di- 
ſtinct Infinite minds be ſuch; and if this be not 
„ I Wonder what is. 
"Bit Dr. Owen or Dr. Sherlock: did i it not, 
tis much better if St. Paul, er; before em, 
did thus ceſolye the unity of th e Godhead into 
God the Father, by faying To us (Chriſtians) 
there is but One God, even the Father, and but 


one Lord Jeſus Chriſt, 1:Cor. 8, 6. 

And that one ſupreme God, may conſiſt with 
one ſubordinate, is no juſt difficulty to one who 
is for che Nicene 79 ecd,. God of Cod or for that 
text, Heb. 1. 8, 9. 0 0 C= 'Go * bath 2. 


„ „ F. 4 
thee. { 
„ 5 RET TEE: * . 
ws & ww "A>*%4+ YES LY Pp 2 3 L J , 
- _ _ , F 
+ 
*. 
7 — ag 
* + 89 „ 8 EF 4 w \ 
ww” 4 WS * & 4 1 * * , * 1 
* of 
* 5 * » * : 
— — 
n k A * ; 9 
8 . . * ; 1 tk * 2 * 4 ; 
y - 4 £ 4 * 1 1 
A 5 * * * Va þ x + 15 4 w + 
* a * . 4 
* * 3 8 — ; 
* 2 U 5 O'S * 
6 a * 5 7 . 
* 
LY 
- 
i F ' 
x * 1 * * 4 * 
* © * 2.48 0 
7 
s 3 4 
* 1141 + # za 
* * 
6 v 
* 
7 91 28 
928 *% 4 
* * 
* 
* 
* 4 7 A +? 
* * "4 
_ 
es p 
8 * 
7 F - 1 4 - 
— * n — © x * = $5 
* — * * 
? 1 4 © * 
F & ty is # 1 5 
* * , 
* 
— + + 
4 
* = * ＋ 
— * N . 
* * 
* * 7 o 
8 i * 1 * oy x. .# * 6 " 
| . — » . A 1 
5 e — ͤ— 4 * e . 5 . ; 
LI 8 5 ' 
Con "P * Ns 7 * 1 * . A + 
i . * o 1 U | og 4 1 * L . 
* 
8 A bs * 
. i ; o 7 
* 4 TP ! 
* * od i x : 
* 2 — 
[4 * * * I 
. - * — 4 . \ 
— 4 a K 
* * _ 4 
** 1 wt 2 3 K 
12898 — 
89 * I * . = 0 
» * — # * 
* . * J 
* ＋ 9 * * 4 
* E * . 
* 0 » " 4 1 
* o 


PP 


. I 
* 6 x 4 by - 
- 2 a . : A _ * 
a Poo | * 3 
a FE Oe” wal 8 — 3 | a 
8 \ —_ - $77» 
A ; 4 DJ bs Py _ * : * ny - x 
6 3 a a a be bu . SN 5 
© = SL IRE 55 BY, 
| * Y RK =: 4 
2 5 2 Dy. 3 2 - 2 . O g . ba ; 
J — N 19 
| * <P 0. 
b 8 8 YL - £ 
4 2 . 8 | 
* 1 AS ö 


' * 
* 
4 >. 
N * * — 4 4 Fl 
Ts, 2 . IM - 7 ; , 1 
I * A , * * 
.* . * 
4 * « 8 a 
4p 8 þ OS. 3 2 £ » d 
221 D V SON : e > 2 N 2 
3 * 4 4 E -; 1 - - 
_ d.2 * * WV 4 "x : o * 
k 2 UE « 4 92 . n 7 
22 * 
: 1 
_- 


'$HET if 


Polytheiſ m Gt Dr. Waterland's Principles, 
1. He is driven to deny the Unity of God to 

be an article of natural religion. 2. He ſub- 

veyti the: only Foundation, on which," * t. 

the Fathers aſſerted the Unity of God. 

has advanced à notion of Three infinite divine 

perſons, not to be di ifinguiſhed from Three in- 
finite Gods; 


Nie * 
eres 1. Wa A 


mere, Gee of Divi 1 
eng ©: 1 N 
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4 \ SEC T2 Mt] d 
Off the 4 $0 ons alsdann with the Father. 
| | S EC T. IV. 


Of the Sor? S inferiority to the Father, in an fer 
to Dr. Waterland. 

I. In. be goſpel hiſtory he appears with evident 

marks of ſubjefion, at his coming down from 
heaven, at his return to heaven, and after his 
exaltation there, _ 

II. The primitive Fathers conſtantly ow own him to 
have miniftred to the Father, 10 be his angel 
or meſſenger, and t be under his command, 
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* i an \ to 9557 the mM m G00 
[1 'to be an article” of natural religion, 5 

46 rn 6 1 5 by the light of nature ; he Fields 

only,” that it is ebe: See his remarks. On : 
Dy Cont expoſition of the church catechiſm, 
P. 63. And by his 'Vindicator, Me. Brozon, Animad- 
Denionflraje (aye he by way of chalſeb ge) thay verſ. on 
there can be but one a Aber 7M Being. backe, my 8 
this became abſolutely 'neceffary to Him, . 0 
he faw, 1 dbubt not, that there is no way 13 
the light of reaſon kt prove One God. c A 
all- perfect being, büt What will as beg 

roye, that there can but One infinite Per- 
[24 nor is there any w ay by reaſon to — 
the doctrine of three infinite eternal omni 
beings, but what will confute the notion Fibre 
0 divine perſons. : | 
L“et him or any man try this point, ind * will 

find, that three infinite Gods may be conceiv'd to 

agree, as well as three perſons with thret concordant 

wilis, Sc. and One infinite divine al Perfekt perſon 
is all· ſuſficient and all that is neceſſary, as much 
as One God is ſo; and whateyer will anſwer the 
objections made againſt three almighty divine per- 
fone will as well anſwer all otyetions againſt tree 
4 Gods, ſo that by the light of "reaſon the 

F notion 


Rom. 1. 


20. 


Acts 14. 
17. 
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Obſervations on Dr. Waterland | 


| 2 notion of three infinite 2 or of three infinite 


. That the "heathen world were not faulty 
nor without excuſe in having Gods many, and in 
not glorifying the ene true God, as St. Paul 
Julged, I ſeems they could not diſcern his eter- 
nal power and Godhead from the works of tlie 
creation any more than that of many other Gods, 
and if they worſhipped never ſo many, {and 
cer no ſupreme. one at all) they did not | 
act againſt reaſon upon the Doctor's , principle. 
It was not owing it ſeems to the blindneſs of 
their evil minds or their corrupted hearts; but 
only to the defect of the evidence, which God 
had afforded them, ſo. that he had left himſelf 
without witneſs to the nations, elſe they might 
ſee (and indeed many of them did lee). that God 
was but One, and One Perſon too. | 
2. This weakens the goo principle which re- 


mains among ſober Deiſts, viz. the belief of the 


One true God, who. made. the heavens and 
carth, Sc. *Tis pity they ſhould be driven from 
it to Pagan polytheiſm; I ſhould think it were 
better to have men brought to the Jewiſb or 
Mabometan faith in the One God, (tho* they 
unhappily reject the light of revelation) than 
to be wandring after a multitude of ſtrange 
gods, idols, or fiftions : The Doctor's princi- 
ples repreſent the one as proveable as the other, 
and tend to bring ſuch back into the grolleſ 
Paganiſm. 

1 To ber hid erb the Docter is ready 
to ſubvert the only. foundation, on which he ſays * 
the primitive Fathers , aſſerted the Unity of Ged, 
and without which he owns the antients would 


gve it up. To ms divine perſons, 


fays 
® 2d Def. p. 202, 


EA Oe TER NY O 
ſays he d, howee able; would be awo gdds 


deg the 


perſon, were not e 
from the Father as his 
yet eternally exiſted, there muſt be two gods in 
the ſenſe of the Dector and the Antients. 
But tho the Doctor inelines (wich ſome only of 
the; Fathers t) to an 4fernal; generation; yet he 
ſeems very indifferent ; whether this point be heid 
or not, and grants it was not clear nor generaliy 
held by the Fathers, many of wham ek only 
of a . temporal generation or miſſion of the Son 
at the or of the world; and ha- the Ca- 
"tholics were pretiy much diuided avout: this qua 
ſtion, but that ATHAN Asus ——— 
argued for it, and the: generality of the Catholics 
_ having weighed the advantage given to the Axl ANS 
by ſuppoſing theLocos 10 be — they came 
into that notion, and ſ% eternal generation} came 


to be tbe more prevailing language, and has pro- 
vailed ever fince. & What a/pitifiul»-fonndation 


is here for the belief of —— generation, 
aſſerted chiefly to cover themſelves — charge 
of Polytheiſm by the Ariam ; it ſetms it was 
not revelation, but politic neceſſity drove Atha- 
naſius and others to make this an artiele of faith; 
and W the Doctor is ready to leave it indifferent, 
tho the divine unity mult go withit: for If any. 
ſays he, diſlike the phraſe of eternal generation, 
and think it better to aſſert an eternal Word 
inſtead of an eternal Son, (meaning thereby a di- 


caſe f. If then the Wurd, ar: ſegorid 
ard, or ( derived 


 ftintt perſon and confubtantial-with.:Godz whoſe 


Word be is) 'there ſirms to be no bum in it il, 
Nerd * MPS deere 8 
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enn 20 7. 94. Þ A Der 5 344. 
Def. p. 153. pech. $ Def. 5 460. 2d 4 yh 315. 
I W P- 161. 1 : & 15% A 2 


ording-to: the — and thus he conſtanti7 


and fountain, aud 


"4866 Offer uam u De. Waterland 
tho he is willing ta take up with the eternal c- t 
exiſtence of the Lagas, wathont the relation of a 
Som (whichithbe Aditients and Bp. Pearſon did not 
take up with) yet the eternal co-exiſtence of the 
Luagas, thodt were k.conſubſtantiat perſon, would 
not. prevent two uo or dinate Vado becauſe they 
might ſtill be - (perſons 3 nor is it 
enough that they are called God aid bis Mori for 
—— relation only, not origination and de- 
ridation, which — — pleaded as a 
ſalvo for the divine unity ef two perſons , and 
therefore of all thoſe primitive writers, WhO have 
nothing of any eternal generation or Son, (nor 
have the Scriptufes any thing about it) it muſt 

_ berfaid, they either held not Io coordinate divine 

Perſens, or elt are not clear of polytheifm by the 

| | Doctor's accounts but I judge they were clear 

by holding neither to co- urdinate perſons - nor 

| . Son by ſuch eternal generation T. 

3 But the Doctor, by being indifferent about this 

| - eternal generation (the only ſalvo, as he ſays, with 

6 the Antients fon the divine unity) ſhows he is too 

indifferent for the point of Unity, at kaſt he is = 
much moved at-: parting: with the main ſi 
of it; he muſt not therefore think to: put us off 
with a co- eternal exiſtence; and 7elation of the 
Word without generation and natural ſubordina- 

tion of the Sen to the Faber ſ. And this I 

78 ttnhink, ſhews thoſe Fathers did not mean ſuch a 

| cTonſulſtantiality of one flock\as the Doctor pleads 

| for 9, becauſe if Cod and bis Ford were ſuppoſed 

to be one and the ſame futftance,, that alone, with · 

out any thing more, had rendred them One God, 

whether derived one from the other or not, but 

Aince: they thought it neceflary, that one ſhould 

be originated from the other in order to ſecure 

Weir notian of One God, it 1 they PR 


* 2 as fic. cd 


. Def. * Def. 58. || 2d Def. _ 4. 
$ 2d Def. 51 207. q . : * | 


he unity. in ie ſubordination of and W 
viz. bernuſe tif ont dumimon or monarchy hy a ſuby 
ordination vr inferiority of ono to the other, (which 
hinders not airy of goverament, as tbrer co- orui- 
nate rulers would, which they would be, if one 
were not related to the other as his bead and tauſe 
and Futber,) and not in the femencſs of ſulſtauce, 
which needed not the derivation to male out an 
unity: Whereas the Doctor relies on the unity of 
ſubſtance for proof of the Father and Son being 
One God, and his allowing the on of the 
Son from the Father ſeems only in complaiſance 
to the Antients, (whole — confibſtattiality, 

was not fufficient to hinder them from being #260 
Gods in their account, ) and therefore he is ealy 
in complaiſance to his friends to diſpenſe wich it, 
as not tal or very materials Elſe let 
him ſhow that thoſe many antient uriters, wh, 
own no other but a temporal ion of the Son, 
did ever mention any derivatias of the perſonal 
Word from che Firſt perſon, as head and cauſe; an- 
tecedent to fuch iemporal ation, or 'exeriion, 
or miſhon to make and then to govern the creatures, 
as he ſpeaks +, If not, they either held the Fa- 
ther and Son not to be co eternal and co- equal, or 
| ing them ſo without the one eternal vriginai, 
they held #0 unoriginate perſons, i. e, in the 
ſenſe of the Fathers || π¾ Gods, by Biſnop Prar- 
ſow s S and Dr. #aterland's i own confeſſion. 
III. The Doctor has advanced a notion of tbree 
infinite divine perſons and intelligent agents, which 

men cannot diſtinguiſh from that of three infinite 
Gods, and ſois the very ſame thing in meaning while 
under different terms. For faith is internal, not 


R U 
the words but the ſenſe and meaning 3 with ibe r 10. 


re man believer ; whoever therefore daes in 
the 
0: 24. Def. 5. Fag. 6 gg 509: + 2d. Dil 316. 


e Orig. Eccleſ. Vol. 4. Lib. 11. cap. 3. ed. 4. 
On the creed, p. 10. 2d. Def. p. 207. 


ſons are ſaid to be. Nor is 


Ob/ervations on Dr. Waterland 

the ſenſe of tber divine: s or God, tho he 
ſays three perſons; is a Tricheiſt ſtill. Now let 
him, if he can, give any notion of three divine 
perſons different from that of threr Godt, ſo that 
each ſhall not cauſe the ſame ideas in men's 
minds; he may give them different names, viz. 
three Gods and ubres perſons i but there will be, I 
think, the ſame r ions in oun minds 70 C54 
the Father, Gu tbe Son, and God the Holy Ghoſt, 
let any one judge whether: this be not all that 
_— could or would: ſay, if ſpeaking to tres 
The only difference he pretends to is, 

— zhues devine beings-or Gods means three ſe- 
parate fubſtantes or ſpirits, and three divine per- 
ſou are Jubtance, fubftance, and ſubſtance, but be- 
and not ſeparate, are but ont ſub. 
2 in union, tho diftinguiſhed: by ſeveral pro- 
perties . But this wil never make a difference, 
becauſe three. infinite Gods, or divine beings, can 
never be ſeparated, more than three ſuch penſons; 
three infinite Gods, or immenſe omnipreſent be- 
ings, muſt needs pervade each other, and can 
never be divided in ſubſtance. they can only be 


diſtinguiſhed by 'per/onal —_— As: _ 


* 


any angel: or man, only that —— — . — 
and omnipreſent; but by his perfeftions and 
operations he is manifeſt to be anol her being and 
perſon from them. So three infinite Gods would 
not be diſtinguiſned by the e/ential; perfections 
(which — be the ſame in Rind, and united by 
a cuferegxeęiis inſeparable) but by ſome perſonal: 
properties; and ſo it is here, the three perſons 
are diſtinguiſhed by ſeparate characters, one me- 


diates, anotber commands; one ſends,” another is 


ſent, one is incarnate, another is not ſo, one bee 


gouren, another W agreeing with each 
| Age other, 


_— * 154.1 


— — 
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; 
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other, as the Doctor e, upon Sean; b 
chat the caſe is juſt: alike, ber infinite-ſeparare. 
beings: is. a contradiction ſo plain, that natural 
light diſcerns it; but according to the Doctor 
three Gads is not fa;diſcernable by natural reaſon 
to be a contradiction, and conſequentiy ge act 
doth not imply ibree infinite ſeparate beings, but 
all may be ane undivided inſeparable 1 
and yet bree Gods ; and thus t 
ſame as three united undivided in reſpect 
of ſeparation and union. So then the three divine 
perſons are as much ſcharated, a8 three divine 
beings would be, and three Gad as much ani 
as his three per ſan 3 but if becauſe their fubpance 
is undivided, they are not trie Gods , then ſure 
ſince there cannot be three divided infinite beings 
or Gods, he might by natural light prove there can 
be no more than One inſinits Being ur Gad. 
So that I fee not hut three infinite divine perſons 


are as much three beings, as three Gods could be. 


conceived to be, each all- wile, almighty, Se. one 
knowing the other, agreeing in czconomy, one 
is not the other, only one in ind, but mutu 
in each other; and were it not for the ſhame that 
Chriſtians ſhould in expreſs words contradict the 
current of the Bible, I can't ſee why they, wha 
are of the Doctor's ſentiments, may not ſay; three 
Gods and one God, \three beings. and one Gad, or 
three beings and one perſon, or three perſons and aue 
perſon, as well as three perſons and yet but one ſub- 
ſtance or one being. Indeed the Doctor has ſaid 
what is very like it, three infinite intelligent in- 


459 


M ee ſtil 


dividual agents, and yet but one infinite inteiligent 
undivided agent, which: he ſtoutly juſtifies ſ, at be- 


ing all in one undivided ſubſtance.” Here is the 
ſame contradiction as three Gods and but one God; 
three 7 and but one Nee. tho this he _ 

* 11 3 


«2d. Def p. 316. f 24. Def. p. „ I Fref. to 


Serm. p. 51. — Def. p. 350. 
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indeed, ſaying, that per ſon and undivided intelli- 
gent agent are not reciprocal, and that undivided ine 
ſelligent agent, litt individual being, may admit ſes 
veral ſenſes, and abut wwe wart à certain principle 
of indi viduatiun. By the ſame rule, what hinders 
but he might ſay the term ere of ſeveral 
ſenſes ? And: then he might ſay: rec Gods and one 
God, three perſanai Goda and one eſſential God, 
or three penſaus and one N in ſeveral ſenſes. 
Indeed the Scxiptuies ſay only There 15 one God ; 
it no more :lays, He is three perſons, than three 
ſubſtances ar beings,"'no:more that he is one ſub- 
ſtance and being, than he is ane perſon ; the Farber, 
Con and Spirit are as muchcrepreſented to be three 
beings, as three per ſans and if the Doctor ima- 
gines the Halber, Sen and Spirit to be included 
in the One God, (which he has not proved, ) yet 
that will. not determine, . whether: as three perſons 
Orcas: three: beings, for why my not three ſub- 
fances be one God, as well as three per ſons ? All 
peryons; ſays he, Bui theſe divine per ſons. are ſepa- 
rate ſubſtance *, and: they are perſons of a different 
kizd from. all other. perſons cf. Why may not ano- 
ther chance to be as bold and raſh on the other 
fide, with as much reaſon; and ſcripture too, and 
ſay, All other ſubſtances or minds are ſeparate in 
their nature, but the divine ſubſtances or minds are 
F another kind, and therefore they are three ſub- 
 Bances, tho unſeparate, and mate but One God. 
For there is no way. to prove reach of the three to 
be 4 perſon but by operations and diſtin&t charac- 
ters, I, thou, be, which as _ proves the One 
God (indefinitely taken for all- the three) to be 
one per ſon, ſince in that ſenſe: the per ſonal charac- 
ters and operations are aſcribed thereto jj, and fo 


175 three will be « one — perſon as _— 
er 


2d. Def. p. 56H +: Ibid: p. . i Dr Water- 
Ins Sem. p. 133, 1 E 8 
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ther in one 005. ahd yet each an indi vidual? 
ſon ; or each an individual ſutfance, but all t 2 
ther one undivided fubſtance, as in one God 
deſire the Doctor to ſhow mie Wherein diſtinction 
3 ſubſtances inſtparate in terferes more with the 
unity of 5 than diſtinction of Peg, ſince, 
as the allows , accordin o common 
language, as ic has paſſed with man nd, a 96 
in all Other inſtances always denotes a ſeparate di- 
Tinti ſubſtance, as well as à diſtinct ſeparate intel. 
Agent t ſubſtance denotes a perſon. Nay, ſince the 
or's notion of perſon in Chriſt allows two in- 


telligent ſubſtances may make one per /on, it cannot 


with him de abſurd that three Subſtances ſhould 
make one divine perſon or Cod. 

If there cannot be three infinite beings or fubſtan- 
ces, becauſe not ſeparated, ſo that eye can't be di- 
ſtinguiſh'd, then how can three infinite perſons be 
diftinguiſhed any more for the ſame reaſon; and 
ſince, as the Doctor ſays, the per/ons are three, tho 
not divided, why may not the ſubfances be three 
alſo, tho not divided? What is there wanting to 
make unity of perſons, which is not as much wanting 
to make unity of ſubſtance? Or what will hinder 
three ſubſtances from being diſtin, which will 
not alſo hinder ee 9 from being diftin& ? 
It is not the ſaying confidently, that the union 7s 
different, is enough, unleſs it be ſhewn wherein 
or why it is different; elfe if all be arbitrary, an- 
other may as well ſay the direct contrary: for if 
in both caſes they are one becauſe of no ſepara- 
tion, then it will be one perſon as much as one 
ſultance, and if notwithſtanding” their inſepara- 


bility they be three perſons, by the fame reafon- 


chey may be three - ſubſtances, tho not ſeparate, 
each ſuppoſition will alike infer Three Godt; 


ſo 3 there can be three infinite 2 Geds 


Ce 


+ ad. Def. p. 368. 
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. OB/ervations-on-DF. Waterland 
| porn e it is ſo by the Doctor's ſcheme of three, 


cxconomy he mentions, 


Beſides, if diftin#10n of perſons. raven not 1 
difinfion of ſubſtances; then ſeparation of perſons. 
proves not a /epgration of ſubſtances, and Een 


how will it appear, that two men are two ſe 


rate ſubſtances? All men may yet be one fal tance, 
tho many perſons and mam men; diſtance of place 
or condition hinders it not, for by the Doctor's 


ſcheme , God's ſubſtance admits this, he is ih; 


ſun and moon, is incarnate in one perſon and not 
in another: Why may not finite ſubſtance fill all 
the finite ſpace of all men, or all the perſons.in that 


common ſubſtance, ſo that all human perſons may 


be one ſubſtance in the Doctor's ſenſe of unity, 
and yet as this leaves them to be many men, be. 


cauſe diſtin& perſons, ſo will the three perſons. 
be as much three Gods. We conclude: the ſub- 
ſtance (unknown otherwiſe to us) to be as the per- 


fon, and where the perſon is diſtinct in properties 


and acts, we infer the ſubſtance is ſo too; thus 


God, tho ſeparate from no man, is yet a diltinct 


ſubſtance, becauſe of diſtinct eee and pro: 
perties. 


In ſhort, to talk 3 the manner W oF Doctor | 
does is arbitrarily to impoſe. new ſenſes upon 
words, contrary to their; received: meaning and 
euſtom of language, eſtabliſhed by no authority, 
but that of the confidence of vain men, who firſt 
| frame range hypotheſes, and then talk they know, 
dalmoſt care not what. I doubt not but it 
grieves good mef to ſee the great and glorious, 
God, and his incomprehenſible nature ſo boldly; 


and irreyerently treated, as ſome mens r.6:ions'of. 
ſubſatce. and RE in him unavoid ably ogcaſion,, 
| | for 

+ Def p. . | e 


ons co-equal and co-infinite, diſtinct in their 
9 will, and reſpective parts acted in the 


ar to „ Dicheiſm 


for Fr notions mult be mentionꝰd * nid. 
when they preſs them ſo violently upon out be- 
lief: How much more becoming wauld it be to 
adore him with reverential ſilence, than to tal 
with ſcholaſtic babble of what they know hot, 
and were never taught by him! 

It is therefore a very evil ching to tuff crieds 


, 1 * 
; * 


with paradoxes and unintelligible. propoſitions, 


465 


not to edify, but to puzzle and confound ; to 


make articles of faith as like at leaſt to contra- 


dictions as they can, and then to damn men * 


not believing them, 
SE C T. u. 


* to Dr. Waterland's Objetion of Ditheiſm 


to the Unitarians. 


H Is is no more than what was nee to 


the primitive Fathers, they were reſolved 
. 8 two Gods, and yet fully perſuaded that 


Chriſt was another and inferior perſon to the Fa- 


ther, they could not forbear the terms Trepo; and 
deb repos, Alius and Secundus, viz. Teri * Ori- 
gen, Novatian, Lactantius, SC. 

N. B. It was not Tritbeiſim which was objeR- 
ed to them, becauſe the Deity of the Spirit was 
not yet in view, except in Tertullian's novel 
Montaniſm +. It was only the Father and Son, 
whom their adverſaries A they made two 
Gods. F 4 


+. Aker Tertallian b became a Menta „ he held the Father, 
Son, and Spirit to be each of them ; but then he did not 
pretend, that this was the original Chriſtian doctrine: On the 
contrary, he affirmed, he had learnt it by a new revelation 
from the Paraclete ; *< Nos enim maximè Parucleti, non ho- 


But 


© minum, diſcipuli duos quidem definimus Patrem & Filium, 


© & JaM TRES cum Spiritu ſancto ſecundum rationem œco- 
„ nomiz, qu: facit numerum.” * We, ſays be, being eſpe - 
A cially che —— of the Paraclete, not of men, hold the 


\ Father, 


» 
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ae quidem, fed cum 'ſu3ceconomia” effe 


® 
® 


are of one Subſtance; the Son being of the Fathe 


ſubſtance, as à partof the whole i is one till: "Thus 
 Tertulliay, Origen is quite contra 
| e by Dr. W. 2d. Def. 


s ind in anſwer. to th 


p. 385. but BY one? Not by unity of 775 
Fas as Dr. V. pretends, 2d. Def. * 195. - 


Jubſtance was not Up thought 
wen 


« Saad Sag übe e — irit ta be 
<* three, according to the method of the economy, makes 

up that number. nt. Praxeam, cap. 13. Nay, he ſeems 
© acknowledge, that tha” he and other Mantaniſſt were 


fon hten'd, and better inſtructed, yet herein he was | 
of Chriſtians „ Sinaptites enn *quippe;” ud 


* — & idiotæ, que major 


. ef, quaniam & ipla regula dei. 


<* upicum & Deum verum transfer 


F pr 
* cunt ad ceconomiam. Numerum & — tranitatis 
„ eee. præſumunt unitat s, quando ex ſemet 


derivans trinitatem, non deſtruat 40 ll. alla, [ER admini- 
« {tretur. . Itaque duos & TUS jam jactitant 2 nobis præ- 


4 « deu, ſe verd v vs Dei cultores præſumunt, quaſi non & 


* unitas irrationaliter callecta hæreſim faciat, trinitas rationa · 


liter expenſa veritqtem coaltruat."* Plain ordinary Chri- 
41 ſtians, | /ays , out not to fay_ eMC Lens and ignorant, 
25 Which are always the greater part, are quite ſhock d at tlic 
4 -cxconomy, for that the very rule of faith it ſelf leads us 
«+ off: Bom che niaxty-Gods of the Heathens. ta the ane 


only true God, not comprebending that, tho, God is in- 


doed to be balie vad but ohe, e 2 28.00 tpn 


*.the economy.: They imagine number and order in 
% Trinity implies diviſion of the Unity, whereas the Unity, 


« deriving the Trinity from itſelf. is not deſtroy d by it but 


«4 .adminifier'd. They giue out therefore, that we preach.u up 
4 two, and xovw. IBE Gods, but imagine themfclyes.to.be 


1 warthippers of 04:08 God, as f even the Unity i impro- 


Ax underſtood may not make herefy, and the Trinity 


4 ighely confider'd conſtitute trath. Contr a. Praxcam. Cap. 3 
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18 of two God that the Father and Son are 57 
two but 1180 from Jobn 10. No Cont, y v2 lib, 
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as to Ditheiſm, 


brought in afterwards, as the Doctor admits, 
2d. Def. p. 449.) but by unity of conſent, while 
ſtill they were /wo /ubtances : The unity of ſub- 
ſtance he expreſly proteſts againſt, as what he 
could by no means endure, or be driven to, v/z. 
to deny the Father and the Son to be two ſubſtances, 
(for ſo hypeſtaſis then meant, as the Doctor al- 
lows, 2d Def. p. 453. See alſo Cudw. Intel. Syſt. 
3 60 3. ) os Z 8c UTE" ROE reli N you, and there- 
ore to prevent ſuch miſconſtruction he explains 
thoſe words of Chriſt, I and my Father are one, 
by the other words, As 4. 32. where believers 
are ſaid to be of one heart; and to put it out of 
doubt elſewhere De Orat. c. 50. Origen ſays, they 
are duo xa] 8046, GN, and deuregos bees. Contr. 
Celſ. Lib. 5. p. 258. 318. Nay, Tertullian was 
almoſt wks to yield a Dithei/m, but ſuch as the 
Scriptures make, tho? he did not like to ule the 
expreſſion two Gods, becauſe the Scriptures allow. 
but one God: See 2d Def. p. 101. And there- 
fore tho' he would call the Son God, when men- 
tion'd /ingly, yet when both were mention'd to- 
gether -he would call only the Father God, and 
the Son Lord. As, ſays he, I would call a ray 
of the ſun, the ſun, when I am ſpeaking of it by 
itſelt, but when ſpeaking of the fun, whole ray it 
is, I ſhan't preſently call that ray the ſun. Contr. 
PR. 'C, 13. | 
In like manner the Arians deny two Gods, be- 
cauſe but gze in_conſcnt and donupion, tho! 722 
beings ;, and to ſay two Gods uſually means two of 
the ame ſort or rank, whereas the Father is God 
in an Higher ſenſe, and the La is God in a /-2wer 
ſenſe. Dr. V. can ſay God and God, and one is 
not the other, yet both one and the ſame thing, 
but not two Gods. Serm. p. 148. He ſays it is, 
becauſe of their being different per/ons, they,vecauie 
of different ſenſes and degrees. Now he can never 
Wr, II. 8 5 ſhow 
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6 Ob/ervatians'0n Dr. Waterland 
ſhow any inſtance of ſeveral perſons in one divine 
being, but others can ſhew the term God to be 
uſed in different ſenſes, both current in Scripture, 
the one denoting the moſt high, the other in an 
inferior degree, which makes all plain and eaſy. 
bis appears, 1. In the expreſſion God of Gods, 
Deuter. 10. 17. Foſh. 22. 22. Pſal. 82. 1, 6. 
Pſa. 97. 7. Pſal. 136. 2. Sure not of all zbe 
idols, as the Door ſuppoſes, 2d. Def. p. 197. 
It implies ſuperiority and eminence, as Song of 
ſongs, Lord of lords, King of kings. Our Lord 
Feſus juſtifies this ſenſe, 7 obn 10. 34, 35. when 
he allows thoſe to be properly calied. Gods, unto 
whom the word of God came, not zominal but 
real, not falſe but truly Gods by power and do- 
minion; ſo there be, that are not only called 
but really are Code, 1 Cor. 8. 5. and yet Jeſus 
Chriſt is God in a degree much ſuperior to all 
theſe, being /et' by his God and. Father at his own 
right hand, far above all principality and power. , 
and might and deminion, and every name that is 
named not only iu wt world, but in that which is 
tg come, Epheſ. 1. 17, Cc. BS | 
2. Heb. 1. 8, 2 O God, thy God hath anointed 
thee, Here is plainly one ſtyled Gd, who has 
another as God over him to anoint him : Hence 
the Father is frequently called the God of our 
Lord Jeſus Chriſt, but he is never called the Fa- 
ther of God, as Tete Cor! a 1s called che Son * | 
God. | 
Again, 50. 110. 1. The Lord ſaid unto my 
Lord (not Febavah to Jebovab, but Jebovab to 
Adonai:) It is not ſaid 1% bis Lord, (as above 
in Heb, 1, thy Cod) but 40 my Lord, i. e. to Da- 
vid's Lord. Now is not a Lord and a Lord two 
Lords? And yet eminently there is but One 
Lord, Deut. 6. 4. Mark 12. 29. Hear, O Iſrael, 
_ the 7 our G is one Lord. And yet our 
3 Lord 


* 


* 4 
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Lord Jeſas is Lord of real lords too, 408 
Lord ee And King of Kings, Rev. 12. wine 
Ig in o Y 
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27 the Son's | Confulſantiality with the Father, 


H 18 is Dr.  Waterland's' great refuge to 
cover him in all diſtreſſes, on which he 


8 lays his main ſtreſs froch the Fathers, but i ir is a 
vain foundation; for, 


1. Some ſaid it, and ae danzelt: it; ſome ſaid 


bays were vne ſubſtance, others two. Der. p. 19. 


2. They who ſaid one ſubflance, as 7 ertullian, 
meant not an equality of that ſubſtance in both, 
but ſaid the Son was but a portion, and the Fa- 
ther the vubole, juſt as a ſmall ray or ſun- beam 
was à part, but the body of the ſun was the 
whole. 

3. They fill held the Son's inferiority, and 
therefore not ſuch a conſubſtantiality as excluded 


| the Son's ſubjection. 


4. The Doctor ſows how this controverſy was 
managed pro and con, and with what ſtruggle 
and great difficulty ihree bypeftaſes prevail'd, and 


that but for cuſtom three ſubſtances might have 


done as well. 24 Def. p. 453, 454, &. 
5. F-ront liked neither of them, not the Greek 
nor Latin words, Hypoſtaſes nor ſubſtantiæ. Hi- 
lary was for three ſubſtances. But with the Doc- 
tor's ſuppoſed ſalvo's and right interpretations all 
ſpake well, whether they faid one ſubſtance, or 
not one, yet to be ſure they meant right ſay what 


they would; and 0 probably had Ariur, if at 


6. k Pech abe el bulitht 
5355 as to ſay nothing about ſubſtance and perſons, 


. - 449. ſo that it is all a novelty, only 
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from the times of Praueas, Noetus, and Sabellius, 
as the Doctor hints. And what is it to us what 

this modern antiquity has ſaid, tho? divided and 
not unanimous in it neither? Some for numerical, 
ſome for ſpecifical conſubſtantiality. 

7. Whence had they theſe notions ? not from 
Scripture, but their vain, their falſe philoſophy, 
and corporeal notions. of God's ſubſtance, as is 
plain in Tertullian, making the Son a part or 
portion of the Deity, tha?-not parted or ſeparate. 
- Finally, Neither theſe Fathers nor the Doctor 
know one word of what they talk about. Do 


| 1 4 they know what God's ſubſtance is? or what any 
| 7 ubſtance is, that they or the Council of Nice 


x 


— {ſhould be ſo daring? Have they any idea of what 
they talk ſo confidently of? I may here uſe his own 

ii words, Def. p. 329. You are to prove what you 
= can know. nothing of. What is the ſubſtance. of 
= ntellefF, will, life, &c? So that it is a trifling 
deceitful foundation to build a creed or ſcheme 

upon, of no weight, no. uſe, and ought to paſs 

for nothing, tho' it did prevail for 1400 years. 

24 Def. p. 364. A mighty boaſt indeed! How 

many errors are of an older date? Do the Scrip- 

tures ſay one word of it? No, except it be to 
contradict it, by giving different attributes and 
properties to Father and Son; they tell us the 

Son is the image of the Father's ſubſtance, as is 

the true rendering of the word, Heb. 1. 3. See 

Dr. V.'s Serm. p. 154. Surely if it were the 

ſame one ſubſtance, it was flat and low to ſay the 

Euſch. image of his ſubſtance ; the thing and the image 
cont. Mar- thereof are never one and the ſame; it is only /zke 
0 p. 25. the ſame, and may be one ſpecifically. Indeed it is 
hard to know in what ſenſe the Doctor takes the 
conſubſtantiality by his words, 2d Def. p. 176. 
telling us, - he Son is not only conſubſtantial, but 
one ſubſtance with the Father, as from him and 
wt inſeparably 


by 
* FF x”: 


inſeparaby contain d in bim, das kö din feen 050 
ſingle ſubſtance, 8 as I Mats ae 
rr n i it: 8 
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of the Son's mier the Father | 
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; 7 Aving the peine of vain philoſophy; viz. 
7 onfabBaniiality, coeternity, and ueceſſary 
Abbt, which are matters of mere philoſophy, 
where men eaſily run into dark mazes and la- 
byrinths, and having no ſufficient guide chuſe 
to diſtract themſelves with the opinions of antient 
(not the primo· primitive) Chriſtian Fathers, who 
- ſo very confuſed, * ſo inconſiſtent, ſo diſ- 
E „not to ſay often ſo raſh and fo weak, 
that ny men come off from the ſearch with 
the utmoſt incertainty in matters of nice and 
deep ſpeculation. I ſay waving theſe, | 

I ſhall conſider what is more to our purpoſe, 
and more obvious to our r apprehenſion: viz. the 


[ in 1 oppoſition to what is 
alledged by Br. era This is of much 
greater importance in the Tinitarian contro- 
verſy, and more deciſive than all his articles 
about divine ſubſtance, and perſons, and eternal 
generation, and neceſſary exiſtence, or even the 
title and character of God, as what will beſt diſ- 
cover the proper ſenſe of that title. 
The Doctor owns directly, that the. Son is of 
erior original, but denies inferiority of 
dignity and authority, or that the Father is ruler 
over his Son, or the Son naturally ſubject to the 
| dominion of the F ather, owning no inferiority 
| 0 8 4 en e 
M Def. p. 386. - 


4 70 Ob fapoations 170 . Waterland 


but of arder or office, and that too but gro- 
nomical or by conſent, which mige have been 
otherwiſe in the Nature of the thing, if they had 
ſo agreed +; ſenſible that if real inferiority 
be granted, his other arguments muſt all fail. 
Let us therefore ſee how this matter ſtands in 
the holy Goſpel and primitive Fathers, and what 

his objections are againſt it and bis evaſions. 
I. In the Goſpel hiſtory our Lord appears 
with moſt evident marks of ſubjeRion/ and in- 
feriority. to his God and F aber, but this will 
be placed to his human nature, after, he took 
fleſh, in his ſtate of humiliation, and yet his-own 
meinh has told us, that it was ſo before he took 
fleſh Fohn 6. 38. For I came down, from: heaven, 
* ſays he, not to do my own will, but the will of 
him that ſent me, words of equal ſubjection with 
thoſe in Lace 22. 42. Nevertheleſs not my will, 
but thine, be done, or Fobn' 12. 27, Father ſave 
mit from this n but- wok this * came [ unto 

this bour. 

In vain is it to FINN as Mr. Boyſe doe; that i it 
means not 10 do my.own will only, but alſo my Fa- 
ther's, for at this rate our Lord might have inverted 

the words, and as truly have ſaid, that he came 
not. to do bis Father*s will (1. e. not only his) 
but his own; and ſo might the words of his 
agony be interpreted, Not. thy will, O Father, 
be done, but mine, i. e. mine alſo. No, it is ex- 
tremely diſingenuous, and without ordinary mo- 
deſty, to hope to impoſe ſuch harſh things on 
any men of underſtanding, who plainly ſee in 
ſuch words ſubmiſſive obedience to the will of 
a ſuperior, and not a bare complaiſant compliance 
with that of an equal. All this was when he came 
down at firſt, and ſo before he became man; nay 
at the firſt creation he obeyed and miniſtred to the 
F ather, 


4 2 Def. p. 177. Farther Vindic. p. 50. 
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* ſay che Antients, i. e, before man's fil 5 


or need of a mediator. MEN 
Again, when he was retutning to bererel 
into his glory which he expected, then he ſaid 


My Father is greater than I, which is the ſame 


as to ſay I am not ſo great as be. Too weak is 
the vulgar evaſion, that this is not ſpoken: of his 


divine nature, which would make our Lord's 


argument of -no/ ſtrength; che learned therefore 
are forced to allow it of the divine nature with 


the antient Athanafians, and that becauſe. of his 


inferior original. As from the Father he de- 
rives his being, ſo the Father is greater, that is, 
ſays Dr. W. is prior in order but not in autho- 
rity or power, but Chriſt owns a majority, not 
| _ a priority of order, which among ablolute 
equals is but ceremony and courteſy, and there- 
fs to call it a greatneſs of priority, and then to 
turn that priority into nothing but order, i. e. 
firſt in conception, without aay greazneſs in it, 
1s treachery and deceit . As to the voluntary 
ceconomy I ſhall conſider that preſently. 
Again, after Chriſt's exaltation it is ftill the 
ſame, God is the bead of Cbriſt, as Chriſt is the 
head of every man. 1. Cor. 11. 3. Chriſt is ſer 
cover all by the Father, and is to ſurrender all to 
him 1 Cor. 15. 27. When the Father is ſaid to be 
above all Epbeſ. 4. 6. no exception of the Son is at 
any time put in, but here, when the Son is ſaid #9 
Bave all things put under him, the Father is 
carefully excepted, a limitation, which the Fa- 
ther*s ſupremacy admits not of. 
II. As to the primitive Fathers ſenſe in this 


point, the Doctor grants what is notorious to all 


readers, that they perpetually own the Son or 


Word to have miniſtred to (or ſubſerved) the 


Father in the making the world, and to be 
; Gg 4 we” 
Sm p. 49. Farth. Vind.p. 55. 
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Ob/ervations on Dr. Waterland 


Bis angel or meilenger in ſhort, that the Father 
commanded, and the Son obeyed , ſo Trenæus, 
Clemens, Origen : The controverſy then will 
iſſue in this, whether {be being under ibe com- 
mand of anotber be not inferiority. Is not this 
the plain notion of it? It is not only the free 
performing an act of ſubjection, like Chriſt's 
waſhing the diſciples feet l, but being under 
Juſt command, bid and bound to do it. Would 
Peter have commanded Chriſt to waſh. his feet, 
or could he forbid it? No, but here it is ſo. 
It avails nothing what thoſe Fathers thought 
of Chriſt's ſubſtance or neceſſary exiſtence, ſince 
they held bis inferiority z if conſiſtently, then 
they judged he might be one in ſubſtance and 
yet inferior, as one man may be a ſubject 
of another, who is his ruler, altho* of no better 
ſubſtance ; which ſhews their ſenſe of the matter 
was not to prove equality of authority from 
equality of nature; if not con/iftently, then are 
they of no regard here, but hold it they did, if 
words can expreſs it, viz. that the Son was under 
the command of the Father, a ſuperior perſon 
to him, tho' of the ſame nature, and tho' with 
the Father he had a joint dominion over all others. 
The Doctor thinks to evade this by ſaying, 
that it all relates to his having an inferior office 
by his own free conſent according to the volun- 
tary conomy among the three divine perſons ““. 
But will the Doctor ſay, that almighty God 
is under the command and diſpoſal of another, 
be he of what nature and ſubſtance he will? If 
we ſeparate the dominion from the nature, our 
concern lies chiefly with God relatively, as gur 
ruler, more chan with his abſtracted /ub/eance or 
neceliary exiſtence, we are_guided by his law 
* Serm . p. 73. 76. 2d Def. p. 107. 108. + Dcfen. p. 
188. ad Def 4 79.60 4 20. 4 1 5 
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him from Tertullian, th his pretended - v 
economy, unſcriptural as it is, (for — 
never ſay, that the Father ſought or aſked the con- 
ſent of the Son or Spirit to ſend them) ſeems to me 
fo far from being the ground of the Fathers do- 
minion over the Son, that it appears to me to be 
the 3 and reſult of that dominion as 
prior, it being the Father's ceconomy and order 
of them to this or that miniſtry, as he pleaſed: thus 
Termilian ſays, in this œconomy Pater voluit, 
Kc. the Father willed the Son to be on earth and 
himſelf in Heaven c. and fo Juſtin Martyr 7. 
this the Doctor allows . Not a word of the con- 
ſent or will of all three, but of the Father only, 
whereas the condeſcending party's will ſeems 
moſt - needful in the caſe, if they had-not been 
ſubject to the Father Their conſent with obe- 
dience ſhews not, that God's right of commanding 
was only from an agreement as among equals, 
for he covenants with good men, and they co 
ſent, but yet were bound to it beforehand. | 
Whenthe Doctor is told how the Fathers ſay The 
Son was - begotten according to the will of the 
Father, he Sen this notes only his conſent and 
liking, but not that it was in him precarious or 
arbitrary will ; ſo then I may have the ſame leave 
to ſay, if the Son or Spirit agree to the ſame ceco- 
nomy or diſpoſition, - yet liking proves not 
that they were at liberty to do otherwiſe; yet 
it is not ſaid that their agreement was required 
in the matter. No, the diſpoſition of the mo- 
narchy was into as many names, quot Deus voluit, 
nay. Tertullian intimates, that when the cecono- 
my ſhall ceaſe, 'and the monarchy ſhall. be reſtored © 
to the Father according to 1 Cor. 15. 12 
en 
a Cont. . C85; * p. 370. 124 Def f. p.abs. 286, 
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"then ſhall che Son be-ſubj efted to the Father, and 

that by this means the divine monarchy-was 
ſerved, which the Father might adminiſter: by his 
Son, or by whom elſe he pleaſed ; ſo that this 
cconomuy demonſtrates plainly the Fut ber's ante- 
cedene ſuperiority to the Sen and Spirit, and that 
it afiſes not from an ment merely conomical, 
as the Doctor would have 1 y but . for all _ 
be a'natural dominion. - 

Phe Doctor is then very injurious to Au pre 
minen ſuperiority of the Father of our Lord Je- 
fus Chriſt, whom he denies to be his inftrim but 
from his own condeſcenſion, and fo it is only at the 
Son'spleaſure: The Doctor who is fo often diſturb- 
ed at the ſuſpicion of the Son's being thought a 
Frecatious being, begotten at the will of the Father, 
has yet no fear in him of making the almighty 
ſupreme Father but a precarious Lord, and of 


precarious authority over the Son *. Where is his 
proof, that ever the Son's previous agreement 


was ſuppoſed to give leave to the Father to rule? 


Nor do I conceive ſuch conſent gives any autho- 
rity, but when it really diveſts the party reſign- 
ing of his own power, as is the caſe, when one 
man becomes the ſubject of another, elſe it is 
abſurd to ſay he is under authority, 0 remains 
as powerſul to command the other, as that other 


him; ſuch an one may perſuade to act in concert, 


but ſurely would not pretend to command him, 


who is His equal in power and right. The Doctor 
muſt ſuppoſe the Son of a nature, from which 
ſupreme authority (negative at leaſt, ſo as to be 


under none) is unalienable, that he can't ſeparate 
ſupremacy from his being, elſe if he had really 


given up his equality to the Father, then he 
would become ſo much leſs than he in dominion; 
and then why not by nature, if it may be volun- 


0 tarily 
. Farth, Vind. p. 90. | | 


ira Hon 's In | 


ith 4 but if not, then ee | 
my does not anſwer: for ſure ib the Father comms © 
manded his Word, as is fully granted on all 
hands, then had he juſt authority fo: ta da; and 
if it was by juſt authority, then was it requiſite 
he: ſhould be obeyed, and the Son could have no 
right to refuſe wich if an equal hg 
might: Note this was before man was created, whe 

no ofñce of mediator was wanted; and re ſub- 
jection hinders not the Son from being ftilt Lard f 
the univerſe, and having one common. danunion wikh | 
the Father, tho it be in ſybordination under him. 

Aſter all, the Doctor ſeems not to have 

right notions of this dominion of the Father, and - 
inferiority of the Son; for ſuppoſe the Sor: is na- 
turally a ſubject of the Father, and the Father bis 
ſovereign Lord; then, ſays he, he bas an abſolute 
right over him to call bim to account, to remaru 
him if he does well, to puniſh bim if he does amiſs ; 
this all men underſtand, ſays he, by. ſupreme do-. 
minion, to compel, conſtrain, puniſb and to bridle 
at pleaſure F. Any one may eaſily ſee what an 
invidious repreſentation this is of the cafe ; that 
the Father commands, diſpoſes, and rewards the 
Son, is indeed part of dominion, which *tis plain 
the Father has exerciſed ; but as to compelling, 
conftraining, puniſhing, and riding him, reverence 
for his beloved Son, in whom he is always well 
pleaſed, ſhould teach us to forbear ſuch language; 
he is one with him in intire harmony and confor- 
mity of will, does always what: pleaſes him; fo 
none of theſe things need to be mentioned: As 
St. Paul ſays, the law is not made for ihe rigb- 1 Tim. 1. 
teous, but for' the lawleſs, ſo I ſay, compelling, 9- 
conſtraining, & c. has nothing to do in the dominion 
over a perfectly obedient Son, that never offends. 

I would aſk the Doctor, if he thinks this fit = 


Dear. 3. 


of power to conſtrain, puniſh, and bridle bing 
which he irreverently ſuppoſes to be the meaning 


be. ſaid ot of the: man Chriſt Jeſus, (after his 
and 


notion) who certainly is the ſubject 
of the Eather. Will he chuſe to Jay an 


of his opponent, ſaying, Ir this your meaning ? 
It is not ſuppoſed. by the Doctor's adverſaries, 


that our Lord is in that low ſubjection, that 


1 men or angels are, but in the ſubjection of a Son. | 
Heb. 3. 4, Moſes was faithful as a ſervant, but Chriſt as a 


Son over God's-houſe.. Moſes talked face to face, 
put this Son of his boſom had much greater inti- 
macy and favour, nay, o which of the angels ſaid 


Heb. 1. f. he at any time, Thou art my Son ? He is dignified 


| 


as a Son greatly regarded by the Father, whom 
he ſerves the ſtate of a ſon is quite different from 
that of a ſervant, tho? yet under the Father too. 
Indeed our Lord, tho 4 Son, is of the govern- 
ing part over all, excepting him who ſet him 
over all with all power in heaven and earth; it is 
but one authority in God and in his vicegerent, 
altho* not in both alike W minen, 
Independently, and in equal degree. 

We need not trouble our foes here about the 
One ſubſtance or nature, for a ſubject may be of 
the ſame (or perhaps better) ſubſtance in kind with 


his prince, and yet be really under his dominion ; 


it is not the ſubſtance which. we pay ſubjection to, 
but the authority and power is all in the caſc. 


Since therefore it is allow'd there may be a volun- 


tary commanding ſuperiority in the Father, this 


ſhews that the ſubſtance or nature of the Son, 


Whatever it be, i is capable of ſubjection, and act- 


45 * 


ing a miniſterial part, ſo that it is not eſſential to his 
nature to have the ſame authority with the Father, 


while yet it appears very juſt to ſuppoſe the F _ 
to — a natural ſuperiority over him. | 
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Mins of <a "Life cs Sen 
timents 9 the R everend Dr. 
SAMUEL CLARKE. Gt e's, 


Had! no acquaintance with Dr. Clarke. in the 

| 1 former part of his life, but on reading his 
ſermons at Mr. Boyle's lecture, when firſt; pub- 
liſhed, I remarked ye extracted fome things. out 
of them, which I apprehended could nat come 
from a man of deep thought and judgment in 
conſiſtency with the common notions of a Trinity 
of co-equal divine perſons ; and tho I then knew 
nothing of him but from his writings, yet 1 ſu- 
ſpected he could not be a right Atbanaſi Zn 3 Parti 
cularly from his VIIth propoſition oſ the being of 
7% viz. © That it follows from his neceſſary ex- 
iftence, that God muſt of neceſſity be BUT ONE; 

* and that it were an expreſs contradiction to 
< ſuppoſe ter different natures ſhould be neceſ- 
« ſarily exiſtent, ſince it will be no contradiction 
<« to ſuppoſe one of them might exiſt alone, and 
&« the.otber not to exiſt, and conſequently: not to 
be neceſſarily, exiſtent.”* I concluded, that the 
ſame. reaſons lay. againſt two different necæſſarily 
exiſtent perſons, and that ane inßnite almighty. all- 
ſufficient divine perſon may as eaſily be ſuppoſed 
to exiſt alone without anf her, as one divine be- 
ing, andi ſo bus one alone be all that is neceſſarily 
; 2 by the ſame ſtrict method of e 

A 
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Memoirs of the Life 
And indeed I imagine fome ſtrength in this 
reaſoning, becauſe ſuch, as ſtand up for three ne- 
ceſſaxily exiſtent co- equal divine perſons with Dr. 
Vaterland and others, ſeem ſo well aware of this. 
conſequence, that they are for quitting this greats 
principle of natural religion concerning the Unity 
of God; denying it to be any certain principle of 
natural religion at all, that there is BUT ONE 
GOD or BUT ONE NECESSARILY 
EXISTENT BEING, referring to theScrip- 
ture alone to decide this point, and to inſtruct us 
what number there may be of almighty Gods, 
whether but one or many, and here it is they learn 
to ſay There is but one God. Thus the author of 
the Remarks on Dr. Clarke's expoſition of the 
church catechiſm, p. 65. allows it but probable, 
not certain, by the light of naturè; and Mr. 
Brown, the defender of Dr. Waterland, makes 
the challenge with great courage, Demonſtrate 
then, ſays he, that there can be but one all. perfect 
being * ; fo that if by natural light the Unity of 
God be demonſtrable (which Dr. Clarke under- 
took to ſhow, and without which the heathens 
are not inexcuſable in their polytheiſm) it will, 
be difficult for theſe gentlemen to make out their 
three neceſſarily exiſtent per ſous conſiſtent with that 
principle, which therefore they ſeem not very 
fond of ſeeing proved by the light of nature. 
Some time after his Scripture-doctrine of the 
Trinity had been publiſhed, L became per/onally ac- 
quainted with him, tho at firſt he was upon the 
reſerve, as he afterwards acknowledged to me. 
The firſt time that we had any free diſcourſe, as 1 
remember, was at the houſe of Dr. Cannon, (af-" 
terwards Dean of Lincoln) the ſaid Doctor in- 
viting me thither with a deſire, that I ſhould 
ſpeak to Dr. Clarte my ſentiments of 3 4 
| 1 3 
| * Brown's Animadverſions on two pieces, p. 16, 17. ö 
% | 


= 


beg n N hf Kc 1 
— du N diſcourſe, and 1 1 napRace 
, thing, w excepte - againſt | in:n1$:'2 

ptopoſitien: Where he a that in Scrip- 


« ture ig hgbelt titles are ace to [the Sen, 


e even ;{uch-as include a0, divine powers, x- 


* cept ablaliite ſux and. ãndependency 
becauſe: ito up ante ende e 18, he 


ſays, an exp b and particularly 
Beef to all divine Meigs; as appears 


by the texts ſet down. in prof of his propdſition, 
ſo that I. thought he plainly intimated, that the 
Son had-all: poſſible; perfections, that God. the 
Father could communicate, to che utmoſt; 35-2 
Upon th I ſaid to him, that as my great 
concern, in inen ene, 
was chiefly to preſerve ſacred the everlaſting + 


ſtinction, whicir muſt be between the unoriginate 


abſolute firſt cuuſe of all, and all derived beings 
produced. by his good pleaſure! ſo I doubted; 
that he bad not e ſecured bis, becauſe 
he ſeem' d to aſſert the /ame divine Power, 
knowledge, and every other infinite ion 
to be in the Son, only that theſe ions had 


been communicated do him from e but 


were in other reſpects as great and extenſive as 
the Father's, tho* derived: from him. I further 
ſaid, that ſince he held the S being to be the 
voluntary production of the Fatber, it followed, 
that he could have no more than what the Father 


pleaſed to communicate to him, that therefore 


it could not be certainly knomn, that he, had al 


vhich could poſſibly be communicated; unleſs it 
appear'd that this was the a of the Eather, 
Which is by no ineans clear; nay on the con- 
trary we find rather, that al pgfiblie communi- 
cable perfections were not communicated to him, 
| fince he had not the N of the time of 
Vor. II. H h | that 
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Manuale of abe Hefe 


x that great. future event, or of thut great day, 


Gudh id avtimply ſo much, as. I. hte 


Mat. ag. 35. Mart ag. 32. L dont remem- 
ber. that he gainſaid this, but Whether pn con- 


ſigrriag the matter he might think: thas;: Lage 
im it or not, I cannot ſay, but 1 did ng f * | 
His ſecbnd edition, that he had altfd it. ” 
this æime he told me he hatl read my em; _ 
x #indication of the warſhip of n Chriſt 
en:Unitariap principles, and that 1 . banſwered 
Mr. iBoyfe to a demdiinat ian. 

Som time after I abſeryed 10 kim, chat on 
his 54th propoſition [ uiz. there: dis na; clear my 
cept nor example in Scripture for putting 


' prayer directly to the: perion oi the Holy. Hiri 


he hach this note; ? As there are in Scripture clear 
dexamples of offering up prayers to the Son for 
<.:ſach bleſſings, as. it is the proper office:.of the 
* Son to beſtow, fo by analogy the Hay Spirit 
te maybe deſired to EE ſuch. gifts, as it is 
A .hispeculiar-oftice to diſtribute? . I excepted 
againſt this as a very uncertain inference, both 
becduſe the worſhip: of the Son hy prayer is not 
grounded merely-apon his ability to give, but on 
his:dominion over us, which intitles him to that 
homage, and therefore we pray not to angels, tho 
haue ability to do much for us, but 10 
dominion that we know of, to act for us at their 
own-diſpoſal, nor do we find any ſuch dominion 
aſcribed to the Holy Spirit, nor ever read in Scrip- 


ture of his tbrone, bis glory, or maieſty, of his 
ſerwants, Bis church, or kingdom; and alſo be- 


cauſe the Apoſtles were as much concerned, as 


any, to regard this inference or analogy in their 
own practice, which we don't find they ever did 
only they prayed and with'd for the Holy Spirit's 

communications,: and alſo. for the grace and fa- 


| oh of the * e of God and of the 


Lamb 


id 


Dr. Samuel Clarke, 
Lamb ſent forth into all the earth, Rev. f. 4. and 
5. 6. Thus it was, or to this effect, that I made 
the objection; what foree he might ſee in this 
Jam not certain, but as I remember not tliat 
he oppoſed it, fo I found that in his next edi- 
tion he left out that note on this propoſition, ſo 
that I judge he was at leaſt not clear in that 
point, as he had formerly delivered it. See Te | 
4. Plea, p. 113. | 
But I never found dan he Roubeed of the 
worſhip of the Son by invocation, or that TP 
changed his mind in that article of worſhip, as 
the author of the Remarks on Dr. Clarke?s expo- . 
ſition of the catechiſm would infer, p. 9. from a 
paſſage being dropt in the ſecond edition of the 
Scripture dactrine, towards the end of the notes 
on the 44th propoſition, but I think the inference 
very unjuſt, for the note omitted was only his 
own candid interpretation of Archbiſhop er 
words, viz. That we ſhould pray to God only, and 
to him as our Father through Feſus C brift” our 
Lord, by adding as a falvo, © the meaning is 
, not that prayers may not af all be offered ta 
c the Son, but that they muſt always #/:imarely 
ee be directed to Cod only, as our Father, through 
« Chriſt.” This he ſuppoſed might be implied, 
tho? not expreſt ; it was not any propoſition of 
his own that he dropt; perhaps he might not 
think it proper, on ſome account or other, for 
him to ſay what might be that learned Archbi- 
ſhop's meaning, or he might think it needleſs, 
and ſo paſs*d it by. But his own propoſition 
50, which was expreſs upon this article of the 
worſhip of the Son, ſtands juſt as it did before, 
he alledges the ſame Scripture examples of the 
invocation of the Son, and refers to the ſame 
texts for it, and particularly to St. Stephens 


prayer. See ſecond edition, p. 122. 123. . 5 
| Hh 2 | With | 


Memoir of the Life 
With e ingenuity or juſtice then could this 
author of the--Kematks, . &c. inſinuate, that Dr. 
Clarke at the time of his ſecond edition. had al- 
| 2 dgment i in this article, when he ſaw, 
2 moſt proper place he had in expreſs 
pr 5 declared — very ſame ſentiments, and 
as fully as he had before? yet ſo, vehement is he 
in urging this accuſation, that he labours to 
ſtrengthen it from the Modeſt plea, which, ſays 
he, being publiſb d the ſame year with the ſecond edi- 
oY of the Scripture-dottrine, and by the ſame au- 
#bor, may . 40 be written. with the ſame 
views as the Expoſition ; and yet out of this he makes 
juſt nothing at all, arguing from bare omiſſions 
_ like the omiſſion in relation to Archbiſhop 
4 | Wake's words abovementian'd ; for in the Mo- 
| deſt Plea itſelf (here brought to prove Dr. Clarke's 
| oppoſing the direct worſhip of auy perſon beſide: the 
| tether only) it is expreſly declared, that. when 
| he ſays all worſhip is do be diretted. to the Father 


44 


through Cbriſt, (the very thing which the Re- 
| marker ſpends his cenſure on) be excepts . ſuch 
il | worſhip, as may be paid to Chriſt as mediator, for 
which, lays he, we. have expreſs warrant from 
examples in Scripture, and the Revelation of St. 
John affords ſeveral inſtances of this worſhip paid 
zo Chriſt, 8c. See Modeſt plea p. 115. So that 
the Remarker was either very raſh in cenſuring 
| a book he had never read over; or very partial 
and unjuſt in forming a judgment of Dr, Clarke's 
gpinions merely from his Alence in one part, a- 
gainſt his direct 875 ive profeſſion to the contrary 
in other parts of the ſame baok. 

The whole truth of the matter, as far as I can 
judge, is this: Dr. Clarke inſiſted but ſparingly 
on the abſolute and dirett: worſhip of the Son by 

: prayer in compariſon of the Father, as judging 
ay laſt to be the chief 1 moſt important article 
in 


e De Samuef Clarke. 
in the Chriſtian religion, vir. to'6ffer our prayers 


tb God be Fulber through Feſus Chrift, which our 


Lord has laĩd down as the rule of our practice, 
John 16. 26. At that day ye ſhall aſk the Father 
in my name; without mention of prayer to himſelf; 
tho on ſorne particular rare occaſions we may find 
examples of prayer to him. The Remarker him- 
ſelf ſays, p. 13. No one denies,” that the primitive 
Cbhriſtians generally — up prayers to tie Father 
through Chrift.' And again, p. 15. Very right, thi 

18'the ordinary rule and method. of praying. An 

Dr. Vaterland in his own perſon and name ſays *, 
All Worſbip is primarily and eminently the Father*s, 
and f'that our Prayers are generally to be offer d 
RATHERTHRO' ibe Son THAN TO bin; 
and again |, to the Father DIRECTLY, to 
the Son OBLIQUELY or interpretatively. 
Is it any wonder then, that Dr. Carte ſhould not 


ſo much'inculcate the direct (as the oblique) wor- 


ſhip' of Chriſt by prayer, which yet he grants 
might on ſome ſpecial occaſion be uſed, when it 
is yielded by the Remarker himſelf, that it is not 
generally to be uſed, nor was fo among the pri- 
mitive Chriſtians, but the other method is rather 
to be praiſed ? and ſurely hat, which is rather 
to be uſed, is beſt for Chriſtians, and was fitteſt 
to be urged moſt by Dr. Clarke, tho he did not 
ſet aſide the other as unlawful, when he omitted 
to preſs the general ule of it. 
Indeed there is no example in the Scriptures o 
any ſolemn ſtated general prayers to Jeſus- Chrift 
in the ordinary offices of devotion ; the prayer of 
Stephen, Acts 7. was a ſingle petition on that ex- 


- 


traordinary ſpecial occaſion of his viſible appeat- 
ance or repreſentation before his eyes: The other 
ee e R172 Ot EY een 
»bef p. 260. + Ibid. p. 262. and 2d Def. p. 393. 
See 2d Def p- 401. | Fr TOR DO Ins 
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u aliedg'd; ſuch a as Gul and et Lun Tees 
Cbriſt direct our way to you, and tomfort you's 
and thoſe ſalutations, Grace and peace id you 7 
| God the Fathers and from our Lord Feſus W Chri, 

are rather pious, wiſhes of good from than prayers 
zo him, and are directed and ſpoken not to Chrif, 
but to Chriſtians,” to you and you ; whereas prayer 
ſpeaks to the object of it, to God or Chrifl him 
ſelf, and not to the perſons prayed for. 
And perhaps this may be ſome part of that alk 
ference, which Origen puts between folemn proper 
Prayer, which he appropriates to God the Father, 
and prayer in a catechreftical or leſs proper ſenſe, 
which he allows to Chriſt. Contra Celſ. p. 233- 
which exactly agrees with his book, Heel xx, 
(which Dr. Materland would have not to be genu- 
ine, or at leaſt to be contradicted by his later 
writing againſt Celſus, whereas in truth it ſtrongly 
confirms it) where he aſſerts, that /ome prayer, 
TgovXn, may not be addreſs'd to Chrift himſelf: 
According to him, the met ſolemn. prayer is for 
God only, and yet ſome allow*d'to our great High- 
prieſt obliquely as mediator ; ſo that Dr. Clarke 
may well be ſuppoſed to ſpeak of the moſt ſolemn 
Bated ordinary prayer (according to the ordinary 
rule preſcrib:d by Chriſt himſelf, Jobn 16. 23, 
26.) and yet not be againſt either oblique inter- 
pretative prayer, or Yr ſome direct Prayer to Jeſus 
Cbriſt. 
As to the paſſages, in the Clementine Conſtitu- 
tion Liturgy, which are cited on this head, they 
e to what I have here ſaid: Te one, 
ok 7 chap. 43. has not one word of any prayer 
to Chriſt in it, it only ſays, the perſon to be bap- 
tized ſhould adore Cbriſt, and give him thanks 
after the Father: . be other, which the Remarker 
Calls a ſolemn * prayer, — r - 


/ 


God become Book 8. -chap- — * 
_ able mention af Chriſt's; triumph over dhe devil, 
has no mote than this ſingle petition to the San, 
Rebueke theſe» wicked: ſpirits, and deliver, ib wer 
of thy hands: from their power: and- this. only n 
on of the Energumeni, or the poſſeſſed with 
che devil, whom it had bæen, our Lond's great 
concern to heal, when on earth; but ſurely this 
one ſhort tranſient requeſt is not the making 
Chriſt che dect of ſtated general common I . 
* Lene of um equally with the Fa- 
bt. 92 (166 
+ never at any time perceiy di in him che leaſt 
doubt of che truth of real genuine Chriſtianity, 
whatever corruptions have ſince been introduced 
into the profeſſion of it; and particularly he has 
ſometimes expreſſed himſelf very much affected 
with the wonderful evidence of a divine inſpira- 
tion in che prophecies. of St. John's revelation, 
which relate to the Great Whore; he thought it 
other wiie unconceivable how St. Fobn ſhould. be 
able at that time to foretel, that Rome, the city 
of ſeven hills and which then- reigned over ſo 
many nations and over the kings of the earth, 
ſhould become ſuch a mother of ſpiritual harlots 
by groſs idolatries, with whom ſo many kings and 
nations ſhould commit fornication, and be de- 
ceiv'd to agree to give their kingdom to the 
beaſt, and ſhould alſo. become ſuch a bloody per- 
ſecutor of the ſaints, Sc. and this in ſuch lively 
colours as he deſcribes it in: This or ſomething 
to this effect was what he thought very convin- 
cing, and mimted that Sir Jac ; Newtan-had the 
lame ſentiments. . 
We ante. fell into diſcourſe about the peri- 


tious and dangerous miſtaken notions in many 


iggoant ae the. A we, * 


0 de gives 5 — Juſt 
. "common titles paſs\ among men by formal 
— — 
| 10N- 
4 — — St. Aullin 's time 
we find a Chriſtian woman LY lying it to cure 
the blind eyes of her ſon, he ſaid, it was id ſtill 
with ſome among us, and that himſelf once had 
- great contention with one, ho preſſed to have 
of the remains of the ſacramental wine to keep for 
ſome medicinal uſe, as ſhe had formerly had, (as 
if the Euchariſt were appointed to work bodily 
cures in a natural way like phyſic,) hut he refuſed 
to give it, alledging the authority of the rubric, 
which orders, that the conſecrated remains tbe 
not carried out of the chureh; and yet he did not 
herein ſigbt this poſitive inttitution , Which he 
eſteem'd an excellent means to a nobler end than 
vodiſy cures, vx. the e r e 
;vieme; 5 ont; : ir ns 
The Remarker, 1 04 1, ſcems. to me very 
raſh and inconſiderate in charging the Deiſin and 
Atberſm of cheſe days as owing to the natural con- 
ſequences of Ariamiſin, i. e. as he means, of ſuch 
_- writings on the Trinity, as Dr. Clarite's and o- 
thers of that kind, when it will ſo-obviouſly-recoil 
vith more terrible force on himſelf, if he, by do- 
ing fo much fin oppoſition to Dr. Glarke) to ſub- 
vert the City of God: and to introduce Nolyrbeiſin, 
(tho he might not think or deſig nit) has been all 
| along opening 4 moſt plain way — for 
it has been long a current maxim, Deus aut uni- 
1 ae $ Ib thay: he, -who impoſes) on men 
BOT. a an 1 N 73 e * 2 * 'ithe 
e the Rematke ase z p. 8. + And Inpore. 
p. 295. * 3 
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*Choifiany- but” are convinced is oppoſe. to na- 
g warnt relig be 441 ng te res * Fer ey. * 
Tam isfied,” tho the beſt things may bound 
| e ah ib was to prevent the occaſion and the 
growth of infidelity, that Dr. Clarke and others 
have endeavour d to clear the goſpel of Chriſt 
from ſome aur notions falſely father'd upon it, 
and which have been maintainꝰd with the great 
haxard of and indifferency about the divine Unity: 
But it will be a ſufficient rebuke'to this author *®, 
to put any underſtanding impartial man upon 
reading and comparing bis and Dr. Clarke's wri- 
tings in behalf of reveal d religion, -from-whence 
de may: ſe who it is has been the ableſt and moſt 
;ful defender of that and of natural religion; 
Lon. yet both of them may have had an earneſt 
real for truth, and a ſacred regard for the Scri 
tures, which may have been perverted or miſſ 
1 bur are ſtill. kde n to 
bo 
Wha the vrolpe? of the renowned. Sir 
aa Newton's death, and thereby an approach- 
ing vacancy of the office of Maſter f the Mint, 
that poſt had been determined for Dr. Clarte, he 
once came to talk with me about it to know what 
I thought of his acceptance of it. He ſaid he 
had not ſought for it, and ſome were uneaſy at it, 
preſſing him to renounce it beforehand, which he 
was not for doing, nor did it ſeem requiſite, 
1 as it was a Ern er en and favour to 
— . Wan 
_ * : Suppoſed to bs Dr — | 


— — 
— — — — 
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lim, ſo it was. a diſtant, uncertain thing, which he 
might never have occaſion to determine upon, 
at if the ſhould.) i would n be ö — 
As 10 my on thoughts of. the, matter Lirge- | 
Iy told him in theſe, or very near thele words, 
That it was an office which no man of his order 
r had ever taken, as I ſuppoſed, that it would 
<« be an avocation from the ſtudies and buſineſs 
of his calling and charge, that it would abate 
of the revetence and reſpect paid to him as a2 
e Miniſter, and he would be look'd on as a Ger- 
mas biſhop, half lay- man and half prieſt, and 
cc be leſs uſeful in his function than otherwiſe he 
“ might be: Alſo that being Fer pro- 
C yided for already, it would be aſked what 
might induce him to take ſuch an office, and 
« that it would be imputed to the love of money; 
« But (ſaid I in the Apoſtle's words) thou, O man 
, God, flee theſe things.” Whereupon he pre- 
| ſently replied, A benever I think of it, 1 am againſt 
it nine times in ten. So that tho he was not ab- 
ſolutely determin'd, yet this ſnew'd he was not fond 
of the poſt. I aſked what Sir Jſaac ſaid of it, to 
which he anſwer' d, It was much the ſame as I did. 
However, upon Sir Jſaac Newton's death, when 
it came to the trial, I ſoon found that he relin- 
quiſh'd his claim, which I, thought was greatly 
to his honour ; and tho ſome would not allow: it 
to be ſo, yet I am ſure he thereby avoided a great 
deal of reproach, which would have been caſt up- 
on him, and that probably from /ome, who in 
the like circumſtances would gladly have nen 
the ſame offer themſelv es. uf. 
But as eccleſiaſtical dignity was more agr 
to his character, and: as he was well known toꝛhe 
in favour at court, where his eminent worth, his 


great 


of Dr. Samuel Clarke. 
great fime, his ſingular-abilities-and learning; as 


 Majefties, had recommended him to their eſteem, 
ſo it was natural to ſuppoſe he might eaſily ob- 
tain ſuch preferment; and tho he often profeſſed 
he did not ſollicit for it, being very well and eaſy 
as he was, and not at all prompted by Mrs. 

Clarke to do otherwiſe than juſt what he judged 
molt fit, yet poſſibly he might have ſome- offers 
made him. He mention'd ſeveral good prefer- 
ments, which he apprehended might have been 
obtain'd, but ſaid, He would take nothing, which 


required his ſubſcription to the 39 articles, and 


that he had expreſs*'d ſo much to his ſuperiors. 

Once he aſked me, what people thought of 
his not having any preferment, when ſome others 
of his friends were advanced? And as I could 
think of no other, I readily told him, it was 
thought to be for this reaſon, viz. becauſe be was 
not ſatisfied with the-terms of ſubſcribing, &c. To 
which J remember he replied, This will nos hurt 
my character; meaning, no doubt, that men 
would ſee herein, he had regard to conſcience a- 
bove worldly advantage. But as no ſuch ſubſcrip- 
tion is required of a biſhop, there would not be 
that objection in caſe ſuch an offer were made 
him. This therefore he propounded to ſome of 
his friends, as-I underſtood; to conſider of and to 
have their thoughts upon it. | 


Of this affair he ſpoke to me more than once, 


1 
+ >. 


but at firſt only in general; upon which I ſaid to 
him, that if there were any likelihood of his be- 


ing back'd with others, who would be concern*d 
to promote any good deſigns for ſome reforma- 
tion, one would yield to any thing not ſinful; 
but if it were to be conſider d only as a per ſonal 


reſpect to himſelf or his family, ic would be of 


little 
8g 
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little concern n, and probably he would not be more 


N than in his preſent tation 
nd he did not apprehend he could do 


e complaining, as he oft did, of the 


general indifferency about religion, among moſt 


of the great, and that to this it was chiefly owing, 
_ matters perceiv'd to be amiſs were not at- 


to be reftified. Which ſors of indif- 
fac I obſerved to him had been long manifeſt 
among us in this nation from one plain inſtance, 
vix. that whereas the generality, if not uni ver- 


ſality of our clergy have given into the Aminian 


ſcheme of doctrine, and our articles do, in ſome 
points at leaſt, plainly carry the face of Calvini/m, 
and are commonly eſteemed to do ſo, and the 
clergy are reproached and intangled with it, yet 
men ſeem willing rather to have hem ſtill ſub- 
ſcribed, than to ſeek for any amendment or ex- 
planation ; when yet they can neither be ſub- 
ſeribed as articles of truth, (which ſurely was at 
firſt intended) by thoſe, who do not believe them, 
nor yet as articles of peace, (as ſome pretend them 
to be) by thoſe who readily preach againſt them : 


fo afraid are ſome of appearing to change, tho no 


man can ever grow wiſer but he muſt needs do ſo. 
But to return to Dr. Clarke, 5 
It is certain an inferior biſhopric would have 


afforded no advantage on any account, wherein 


he might eaſily have been borne down, and would 
have been under the controul of a ſpiritual ſupe- 
rior; and therefore as he was very well in his then 
ſtation, and did not ſollicit for any, ſo he ſaid he 
would not think of any, unleſs it were the higheſt; 
and as this opportunity did not offer, ſo he was 
ſenſible, if it did, he ſhould be oppoſed, whatever 


might be their Majeſties on favour to him, of 
which he ha a very gratetul ſenſe, and probably 


might 


3 


ee ectation fro Wit. 1. is there 
fore very natural to ſuppoſe; that this müglit in- 
cline' him to uſe the more caution not to make 
himſelf incapable! of it, and might be fame! re- 
ſtraint upon him from that openneſs and unre- 
ſerved freedom, which others could more eaſily 
exerciſe, who had given up all expectations of 
that kind; nor indeed had: any the args: nn 
_ or invitation thereto; | 
Some time in November nya the W e 


a familiar letter, that be bad a' great mind to talk 


with me, if: could come any morning but Szrur- 
day ; accordingly within two or three days I went 


to him, and we talk d more freely and cloſely of 


theſe matters; we ſoberly and fairly conſider'd 
what difficulties and juſt objections might lie in 
his way on the ſuppoſal of his being offer*d ſuch 
eocleſiaſtical dignity; for J muſt ſay it, that he 
ever ſeem'd to me ſeriouſſy concerned not to vio- 
late his conſeience for any preferment, nor to run 
raſhly into great ſnares, nor did I ever know any 
man more ready to hear, with all the eaſe and 


calmneſs poſſible, what might be in reaſon oppoſed. 


He never intended by any means to be taken off 
from profeſſing and defending what he believed 
to be the great zruths of the goſpel, and in 


particular ſaid, he intended to print a new edi- 


tion of his een &c. with . 


additions. 


The greateſt difficulty: which eceur'd;" as J 
remember, was the buſineſs of ordination of 
prieſts and deacons. Some things in the pre- 
ſcribed form he did not approve and could not 
uſe, particularly the hymn, Come Huy Ghoſt eler- 
zal God, &c. but there being M fiberty to uſe ano- 
ther Rycbn, this did not preſs : ſome other mat- 


ters I objected to, which did not ſtick with him: 


But 


But the granc his all was, — 
the perſons to be: ordfaind to ſubſcribe the articles 
according to canon: 3. He aid, it would be 
evil for him to require them to do, what he 
would not judge fit to do himſelf, or to that 
effect, which I thought to be à juſt reflexion. 
But I ohſerved to him, that altho if a /uffragan 
biſhop- ordain*d; any without taking — 
tion, he might be CR ded from giving orders 
for one year by. his ropolitan, yet by that 
canon no penalty was incurred by the Metropoli- 
tan himſelf,” However, as the perſons ordain'd 
could! not enjoy any benefice without ſuch ſub- 
ſcription; and might legally claim it, I thought 
he ought plainly to tell them, that he no way en- 
couraged them to ſubſcribe, nor did approve of 
it, dur yet if themſelves were ſatisfied in their 
on minds, that they could ſafely do it, he ſhould 
not har them of their liberty herein. To which the 
Daector anſwer d. Nay, I would tell them further, 
2 I had not accepted preferment my ſelf. for that 

ery reaſon, ' and that if it were in my power, I 
cid have it taken amay. 

He once ſhowed me, chat he has been making 
ſome emendations in his Common prayer book, 
and the very laſt time, I think, I ever ſaw him, 
(the March before he died) and in ſome of our 
laſt diſcourſe at parting, he aſked me, if he had 
ſhewn me what he had been doing in his Common- 
prayer. I ſaid I had juſt ſeen it once, he added, 
that it ſhould not be 4%. With what deſign or 
view he had done it, he never ſaid to me. I ſup- 
poſe by ſomething I caſt my eye upon, that one 
deſign was to correct ſome improper expreſſions, 
the meaning whereof might be obſcure, and the 
phraſe harſh and uncouth, even where no points 


of doctrine were concerned. But I hardly ſuppoſe 


— — 
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he eee, on 0 ſoon. after [ 
1 taken from us. 1 wt oro anrt 
A — wlanwdle ſickneſs in May 1726: 
| received 2 letter from him — Hh af - 
fair; but before could anſmer t I heard firſt 
ö that he was ſick, and quickly after that he was 
dead; and thus tomy great grief a ſudden end 
a was put to our friendly converſe,” and all his in- 
tercourſe with this earth cut off. So much calm 
neſs of temper, ſo much unaffected humility, Y 
with ſo great knowledge and learning, together 
' with ſo great a concern Tor the honour of religion, 
could not but raiſe his eſteem to a very high 
pitch, and cauſe upon his death a lamentation 
with unuſual accents of ſorrow among thoſe who | 
knew him well. 
I know the world have fuch A general ſuſpi- 
cion, that great preferments are not found before 
they have been eagerly ſought for, and that by 
earneſt! ſollicitations, mean ſubmiſſions and com. | 
pliances, and many artful intrigues, that perhaps | 
ſome or other would have been ready to impute 
his advancement fo ambitious arts, tho no other 
art were uſed, but (what wiſh more common) the 
art of attaining, and then giving conſpicuous 
page of, ſuperior excellencies ſufficient to deſerve 
It is plain he did not greedily ſnatch at pre- 
| Ps as men do at their prey; and as he faid 
he did not ſollicit for any, ſo I am perſuaded, he 
would not ſpretd conſerentts have accepted the 
higheſt. Some others might have been more in- 
| Kh void of ſuch expectations, but ſcarce any 
could entertain them with more indifference and 
moderation. ' 
Iam very ſenſible the freedom he uſed with me was 
in truſt and confidence, and therefore as I never 
utter'd the leaſt word of it during his life, fo be- 


ing now all over, and he gone from off the ſtage, 
when | 


3 1 - a as ws, 
4 - * 5 4 5 
4 1 = 8 bas, 4% 
2 , 5 7 ” >. 2 — 
> * * 4, = 3 * 1 0 
— — —. py 


* 


when it can be 90 prejudice to Mn br. his. me. 
perſon, as I apprehend, I 


mory, or to any other 


hope J offendt not againſt intimate  triendfhip or 
confidence in what I have here ſet down; 


rather, that it might 
what ank idus caution, 


he-entertain*d any expectancy of an higher ſtation 


* 
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the ! 


appear With what view: 


ſerious conſideration, 


11 


in the church: and yet aſter all, if it had come 


to the critical 


point of a prefent actual offer, whee-: | 


ther he would have cloſed with it or not, is not 
only more than I know, hut I am apt to think is 


more than himſelt: was fully 
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